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CASES    IN    CHANCERY, 


BEFORE  THE 


VICE-CHANCELLOR. 


MORRIS  V.  ELLIS. 


1842: 
28th  May. 


Construction, 

Tithe- 

commutation 

Act. 

Evidence. 

Pleading. 

Supplemental 

biU. 


In  1820,  the  PlaintifT,  who  was  the  rector  of  the 
parish  of  Shelfhanger,  in  Norfolk,  filed  a  bill  against 
the  Defendant,  who  occupied  a  farm  in  the  parish, 
called  Shelfhanger  Hall  Farm,  as  tenant  to  the  Duke 
of  Norfolk,  for  an  account  and  payment  of  the  tithes  of 
the  farm  for  the  then  last  six  years.  The  Defendant,  in 
his  answer,  insisted  that  a  modus  of  14  /.  a  year  was  ,""""    . 

payable,  to  the  rector,  in  lieu  of  all  the  tithes  of  the  for^tithesfbe^ 
farm.  tween  a  rector 

and  an  occu- 
pier (in  which 
In  1831,  and  before  any  further  proceedings  were  the  latter  set  up 

had  in  the  suit,  the  Defendant  died,  and  the  suit  was  »  modus),  the 
J         •     .  .  •  X  'lithe-comrau- 

revived  agamst  his  executors.  tation  Act 

passed ;  and,  in 
the  course  of  the  proceedings  under  it,  an  action  was  brought,  in 
pursuance  of  one  of  its  enactmentSy  by  the  rector  against  the  land* 
owner,  in  i^rder  to  try  the  validity  of  the  modus.  At  the  trial, 
a  verdict  was  found  against  the  modus.  Held  that  the  verdict  was 
admissible  as  evidence  against  the  occupier,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  rector  was  entitled  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  proceedings  at  law  in  issue  in  his  suit  against  the  occu- 
pier ;  and  that  too  notwithstanding  the  Act  enacts  that  nothing 
therein  contained  shall  affect  the  right  to  any  tithes  become  due 
before  the  commutation. 
Vol.  XIII.  B 
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184a.  In  November  1841,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  against 

the  executors,  which,  after  stating  the  proceedings  in 
the  original  suit,  alleged,  by  way  of  supplement,  that, 
Ellis  ^^  October  1838,  the  Commissioners  appointed  under 

the  Tithe-commutation  Act  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  71),  de- 
termined to  ascertain  and  award  the  rent-charge  to  be 
paid  instead  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish :  that  the  Plain- 
tiff had  lately  discovered  that  the  original  suit  was 
defended  by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  Duke  of  AW- 
folk ;  and  that  it  was  agreed,  between  the  Duke  and 
the  deceased  Defendant  to  that  suit,  and  the  executors 
of  the  latter,  that  the  Duke  should  pay  whatever,  if 
anything,  in  the  result  of  the  suit,  should  be  coming 
to  the  Plaintiff;  and  that  the  deceased  Defendant  did, 
in  fact,  occupy  the  form  free  from  tithes,  as  between 
himself  and  the  Duke,  or  at  least  free  from  tithes  to 
any  larger  amount  than  the  alleged  modus  of  14/.: 
that,  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  a  question 
arose,  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Duke,  touching  the 
validity  of  the  alleged  modus ;  and  that  the  Assistant 
Commissioner  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
and  awarding  the  rent-charge  to  be  paid  as  before  men* 
tioned,  having  heard  the  question  discussed,  by  his 
award  dated  the  25th  of  June  1839,  determined  that 
the  modus  was  valid :  that  the  Plaintiff,  being  dissatisfied 
with  the  Assistant  Commissioner's  decision,  brought  an 
action  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  against  the  Duke  of 
Noffolk,  under  the  authority  of  the  Act,  and  delivered 
a  feigned  issue  therein  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the 
validity  of  the  modus :  that  the  issue  was  tried,  and 
a  verdict  found  for  the  Plaintiff:  that  the  Duke  after- 
wards moved  for  a  new  trial  of  the  issue,  but  the  motion 
was  refused :  that  the  Plaintiff  was  advised  that,  by 
such  proceedings,  the  validity  of  the  alleged  modus  had 
been  disproved,  and  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  the  tithes  in 
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kind  of  the  ianiiy  conclusively  established :  that,  after  the 
decision  upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  Plaintiff's 
solicitors  wrote  to  the  Defendants'  solicitors,  who  were 
also  the  Duke's  solicitors,  requesting  to  be  informed 
whether  the  Defendants  intended  to  defend  the  suit; 
but  their  solicitors  returned  no  answer. 


1842. 

V  ' 

Morris 

v. 
Ellis. 


The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  as  follows :  "  that  this  pre^ 
tent  bill  may  be  taken  as  supplemental  to  the  said  original 
bill  and  bill  of  revivor ;  and  that  it  may  be  declared,  by 
this  Court,  that,  by  virtue  and  effect  of  the  said  issue  and 
the  verdict  therein,  and  the  refusal  of  the  said  motion,  the 
said  alleged  modus  has  been,  by  due  course  of  law,  ascer^ 
tained  to  be  invalid,  and  your  orator^s  right  to  tithes  in 
kind  of  the  said  lands,  conclusively  established;  or,  other" 
wise,  that  your  orator  may  have  the  benefit,  upon  the  hear^ 
ing  of  the  said  cause  so  instituted  by  such  original  bill  as 
aforesaid,  of  the  said  proceedings  at  law,  and  especially 
of  the  said  verdict ',  and  that  your  orator  may  have,  as 
against  the  Defendants,  all  such  relief  as  is  prayed  by 
the  original  bill." 

The  Defendants  demurred,  for  want  of  equity,  to  all 
the  matters  alleged  by  way  of  supplement,  and  also  to 
that  part  of  the  prayer  which  is  printed  in  italics,  and 
they  answered  the  rest  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  said  that  the  matters  alleged  by  way  of  sup- 
plement, were  wholly  immaterial,  as  between  the  Plain- 
tiff and  the  Defendants,  the  executors  of  the  deceased 
Defendant :  that  everything  that  had  taken  place  under 
the  Tithe-commutation  Act,  took  place  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  and,  therefore,  was 
res  inter  alios  acta ;  and,  moreover,  that  it  took  place 
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after  the  death  of  the  deceased  Defendant,  and,  there- 
fore,  could  not  be  used  against  his  executors :  that  the 
bill  was  filed  for  relief,  and  not  for  discovery  only :  that 
it  did  not  merely  pray  that  what  had  been  done  under 
the  Act|  might  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  tithes  in  kind ;  but  asked  that  it  might  be  de- 
clared that,  by  the  verdict  found  on  the  trial  of  the 
issue,  and  by  the  refusal  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
the  modus  had  been,  by  due  course  of  law,  ascertained 
to  be  invalid,  and  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  tithes  in  kind 
concludoely  established:  that  the  right  to  the  tithes 
sought  to  be  recovered,  accrued  many  years  before  the 
passing  of  the  Commutation  Act :  that  the  action  was 
brought  under  the  44th  section  of  the  Act;  and  the 
89th  section  enacted  that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained, 
should  affect  any  right  to  any  tithes  which  should  have 
become  due  before  the  commutation ;  and,  consequently, 
the  bill  sought  to  give  the  Act  an  effect  which  the  Legis- 
lature had  expressly  provided  that  it  should  not  have. 

The  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  were, 
Wetherell  v.  Weighill{a);  GirdJeslone  v.  Stanley  (b); 
and  Adams  v.  Daunling  (c). 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  the  Vice-Chancellor  said :  "  Suppose  that  a 
bill  was  filed  against  A.,  the  occupier  of  a  farm,  and 
that  he  set  up  a  modus  and  died ;  and  then  another 
person  became  occupier,  and  another  bill  was  filed 
against  him,  and  he  set  up  the  same  modus ;  and  that 
it  was  determined,  in  the  second  suit,  that  there  was  no 
modus;  and,  afterwards,  the  first  suit  was  revived  and 
prosecuted :  would  not  what  had  taken  place  in  the 

(a)  3  Youn.  k  Coll.  243,  (b)  Ibid.  421. 

(e)  s  Madd.  53. 
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second  suit,  be  receivable  as  evidence  in  the  first? ^The  i  S^% 

object  of  the  supplemental  bill  in  this  case,  is  to  obtain 
evidence  to  be  used  in  the  original  suit ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  what  has  taken  place  under  the  Tithe*  Ellis. 
commutation  Act,  may  not  be  given  in  evidence.  If 
the  proceedings  which  ha%e  taken  place  under  the  Act, 
may  be  given  in  evidence,  they  must  be  put  in  issue; 
and,  if  so,  how  can  the  supplemental  bill,  which  has  put 

them  in  issue,  be  wrong  ? Suppose  that  the  Plain- 

liflT,  after  he  had  filed  his  original  bill,  had  discovered 
that,  several  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  his 
suit,  a  former  rector  had  instituted  a  suit  against  the 
then  owner  of  the  farm,  and  that,  in  that  suit,  the 
modus  had  been  determined  not  to  be  good  ;  might  not 
the  Plaintifi*have  either  amended  his  bill  or  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  that  fact  in  issue? 
If  an  antecedent  fact  would  be  receivable  in  evidence, 
why  would  not  a  subsequent  fact  also  be  receivable  ? 
I  can  easily  conceive  that  what  has  taken  place  in  this 
case  under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  may  not  bind  the 
right ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  not  receivable 
in  evidence." 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Sidebottom,  in  support  of  the 
bill,  said  that  the  words  of  the  89th  section  of  the  Act, 
were  that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained  should  affect  any 
right  to  any  tithes  which  should  have  become  due  before 
the  commutation ;  and  that  those  words  were  not  equi- 
valent to  saying  that  any  proceeding  that  had  taken 
place  under  any  of  the  enactments  of  the  Act,  should 
not  be  receivable  as  a  matter  of  evidence:  that  the 
Plaintifi*,  if  he  had  not  adduced  any  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  his  right  to  tithes  in  kind,  would  have  been 
entitled  to  an  issue  as  a  matter  of  course ;  and  that 
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toO|  notwithstanding  the  Defendant  might  have  adduced 
the  strongest  possible  evidence  in  favour  of  the  modus ; 
and,  therefore,  it  could  not  be  reasonably  insisted  that 
he  was  not  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  the  issue  that  had 
been  tried,  and  of  the  result  of  the  trial,  which  had  been 
satisfactory  to  the  Judges  of  the  Court  in  which  the 
action  had  been  commenced :  and  that  there  were  many 
cases  which  decided  that  a  verdict  in  an  action  against 
one  occupier,  was  receivable  as  evidence  against  another 
occupier. 

Mr.  Boteler,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  46th  section  of 
the  Act,  as  showing  that  the  land-owner  and  the  tithe- 
owner  were  the  only  persons  who  were  to  be  bound  by 
the  verdict.  He  referred  to  the  89th  section  also,  and 
said  that  the  Couit  could  not,  as  the  Plaintiff's  counsel 
had  contended,  separate  the  Act  from  what  had  been 
done  under  it. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  language  of  the  89th  sec- 
tion of  the  Tithe-commutation  Act,  has  no  application 
to  the  present  case. 

It  happens  that,  under  the  machinery  of  the  Act,  an 
issue  has  been  directed,  since  the  institution  of  the  ori- 
ginal suit,  in  order  to  try  the  validity  of  the  same  modus 
as  was  set  up,  in  that  suit,  by  way  of  defence  to  the 
Plaintiff*s  claim  to  the  tithes  in  kind ;  and»  on  the  trial 
of  that  issue,  the  jury  have  found,  in  effect,  that  the 
modus  is  invalid.  I  am  not,  however,  now  asked  to 
look  at  the  finding  of  the  jury  as  conclusive  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's right  in  this  suit,  but  only  as  a  matter  of  evidence 
in  support  of  that  right;  and  I  can  npt  but  think  that  it 
is  receivable  for  that  purpose. 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


Suppose  thaty  instead  of  the  matter  taking  the  course 
which  it  did,  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  had  written  a  letter, 
to  the  Commissioner,  saying  that  he  was  willing  to 
admit  that  the  modus  was  not  good.  That,  certainly, 
would  not  have  been  a  proceeding  under  the  Act ;.  but 
the  Act  would  have  given  rise  to  it.  There  could  be, 
however,  no  doubt  that  the  letter  would  have  been  re- 
ceivable in  evidence.  And,  if  that  be  the  case,  is  not  a 
verdict  given  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  between  the  tithe- 
owner  and  the  land-owner,  admissible  as  evidence? 
which  is  all  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case  contends  for. 


1849. 
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My  opinion  is  that  it  was  competent,  to  the  Plaintiff, 
to  put  in  issue,  by  his  supplemental  bill,  the  facts  which 
he  has  stated  in  it,  in  order  that  he  might  prove  them 
at  the  hearing  of  the  cause :  and,  therefore,  I  shall  over- 
rule the  demurrer. 


THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  t;.  GLADSTONE. 


1842: 
10th  June. 


Charity. 

Legacy. 

Lapse, 


To  the  Right  Rev.  Dr.  Walsh,  the  sum  of  6,000/., 


Charles  bobert  blundell^q^^.,  made 

his  will  dated  the  28th  of  November  1834,  and  thereby, 
after  disposing  of  his  real  estates,  gave  the  following 
legacies  and  annuities : 

Testator  gave  to 
r.  ft.  15,000/., 

to  be  by  him  applied  for  the  purposes  of  Oscot  College  applied  for  the 

use  of  Roman 
Catholic  priests  in  and  near  London^  at  his  absolute  discretion. 
T.  ft.  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  Held  that  the  legacy  was 
not  void  for  uncertainty,  and  did  not  lapse  by  T.  R,*s  death  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  but  was  good  as  a  charitable  legacy ;  and  that 
it  must  be  applied  for  the  benefit  of  persons  filling  the  character 
of  Roman  Uatholic  priests  in  and  near  London  at  the  testator's 
death,  and  aftertvards,  according  to  a  scheme  to  be  approved  by 
the  Master, 
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1842.  in  Staffordshire:  To  the  Rev.  Thomas  Robinson,  4,000 ^ 
to  be  by  him  applied  to  the  use  of  Ampleforth  College 
in  Yorkshire :  To  the  said  Thomas  Robinson  the  further 
sum  of  4,000/.,  to  be  by  him  applied  to  the  use  of 
Gladstone.  Downside  College  in  Somersetshire :  To  the  said  Thomas 
Robinson  the  further  sum  of  4,000 /.,  to  be  by  him  ap- 
plied to  the  use  of  Old  Hall  Green  College  in  Hert- 
fordshire :  I  also  give,  to  the  said  Thomas  Robinson,  the 
further  sum  of  16,000/.,  to  be  by  him  applied  for  the 
UH  of  Roman  Catholic  priests  in  and  near  London,  at  his 
absolute  discretion:  And  I  gire,  to  the  said  Thomas 
Robinson,  the  sum  of  2,000/.  for  Lydiate  Roman  Catholic 
Chapel :  all  which  before-mentioned  pecuniary  legacies 
I  direct  to  be  paid,  immediately  after  my  decease,  out 
of  such  part  of  my  personal  estate  as  is  legally  applicable 
thereto :  And  I  give,  out  of  my  personal  estate,  the  follow- 
ing annuities :  To  the  incumbent  priest,  at  the  time  of  my 
decease,  of  the  Roman  Catholic  chapel  at  Formby,  60/.  a 
year  for  his  life  :  To  the  incumbent  priest,  at  the  time 
being  of  my  decease,  at  fru:e,  100/.  a  year  for  his  life." 
The  testator  then  made  several  other  bequests,  and  gave 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  the  Right  Rev.  Dr. 
Bramston  and  the  Right  Rev.  Dr.  Walsh,  and  appointed 
John  Gladstone^  Robert  Gladstotie,  and  I^omeu  Robinson 
trustees  and  executors  of  his  will. 


Robert  Gladstone,  Thomas  Robinson,  and  Dr.  Bram- 
ston died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  The  testator  died  in 
December  1840. 


Counsel  having  advised  that  the  legacy  of  15,000/. 
could  be  supported  as  a  charitable  legacy,  but  not 
otherwise;  and  that,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  Mr. 
Robinson  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  trust  upon  which 
that  legacy  was  given,  must  be  administered  by  tlie 
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Conrt  of  Chancery,  an  information  was  filed,  at  the 
relation  of  seyeral  individuals  who  were  Roman  Catholic 
priests  residing  in  and  near  London,  against  John  Glad^ 
done  and  Dr.  Walsh,  stating  that  the  legacies  given  to 
Dr.  Walsh  and  Mr.  Robinson,  were,  all  of  them,  cha- 
ritable legacies :  that  the  colleges  mentioned  m  the  will, 
were  colleges  for  the  education  of  Roman  Catholics  for 
the  priesthood  and  otherwise :  that  the  testator  was  a 
Romao-catholic,  Bnd  Robinson  a  Roman  Catholic  priest : 
that  the  legacy  of  15,000/.  did  not  lapse  or  fail  by  the 
death  of  Robinson  in  the  testator's  lifetime;  but  the 
charitable  use  remained,  and  was  still  in  full  force,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  in  and  near 
London ;  and  the  administration  thereof  had  devolved 
on  the  Court;  but  that  Dr.  Wakh,  as  the  surviving 
residuary  legatee  under  the  will,  questioned  the  validity 
of  the  legacy.  The  information  prayed  that  the  chari  • 
table  use  for  the  benefit  of  Roman  Catholic  clergy  in 
and  near  London,  might  be  established ;  and  that  the 
legacy  of  15,000/.  might  be  invested  and  secured;  and 
that  the  Master  might  be  directed  to  settle  a  scheme 
for  the  regulation  and  disposal  of  it. 

Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Campbell,  for  the  Relators  : 

The  testator  has  associated  the  legacy  in  question, 
with  several  other  legacies,  which  are  plainly  charitable ; 
and  he  has  directed  that  legacy,  as  well  as  the  others, 
to  be  paid  out  of  such  part  of  his  personal  estate,  as 
was  legally  applicable  thereto.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
that  the  testator  considered  the  legacy  as  a  charitable 
one.  It  is  not  a  gift  to  the  Roman  Catholic  priests  in 
and  near  London,  but  to  Roman  Catholic  priests  in  and 
near  London.  Consequently,  it  is  not  a  gift  to  any 
existing  class  of  individuals  exclusively ;  but  the  tes. 
tator  intended  it  to  be  a  permanent  endowment  for  the 
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support  of  the  clergy  of  the  Romish  church  in  London 
and  its  neighbourhood,  the  benefit  of  which  was  ulti- 
mately to  enure  to  their  congregations.  Where  any 
particular  priests  are  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  he 
makes  a  provision  for  them,  not  permanently,  but  during 
their  lives  only. 

The  following  cases  show  that  bequests  similar  to 
the  one  now  under  consideration,  are  charitable  be- 
quests. Attorney-general  v.  Chiise(a);  Loyd  v.  5pt7- 
kt(b);  Attorney-general  y.  Cock{c);  Grieves  y.  Case{d); 
Attomey-general  v.  Comber  (e);  1  Eq.  Abr.  96;  Attor^ 
ney-general  v.  Bishop  of  Chester  (/) ;  Brodie  v,  Duke  of 
Chandos  (g) ;  De  Costa  v.  De  Pas  (A). 

Mr.  R4>lt  appeared  for  the  Defendant  Gladstone, 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Bagshatoe,  for  the  Defendant 
Dr.  Walshj  said  that  the  Court  could  not  give  effect  to 
the  bequest  in  question :  that  the  testator  intended  to 
benefit  only  Roman  Catholic  priests  existing  in  and 
near  London  at  his  death  ;  and,  if  he  had  intended  to 
benefit  their  successors,  the  law  would  have  prevented 
his  intention  from  being  carried  into  effect :  Attorney^ 
general  v.  Power  (1) ;  that  it  appeared,  from  the  informa. 
tion,  that  there  were  both  officiating  and  non-officiating 
Roman  Catholic  priests  in  and  near  London ;  and,  if  the 
non-officiating  priests  were  to  participate  in  the  benefit 
of  the  bequest,  it  could  not  be  held  to  be  a  bequest  for 
a  charitable  purpose :  that  the  important  word,  ^'  poor," 


(a)  s  Verii.  266. 
ib)  3  P.  Wms.  344. 

(c)  2  Vez.  373. 

(d)  1  Ves.  jun.  548. 
{e)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  93. 


(/)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  444. 
(g)  Ibid.  note, 
(h)  1  Ambl.  228. 
(i)  I  Ball  &  Beatt.  145. 
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was  omitted;  Duke*s  Char.  Uses,  126:  that  the  word, 
**  near  "  was  so  indefinite  that  it  was  impossible  for  the 
Court  to  say,  judicially,  what  it  meant:  that  the  sub- 
ject of  the  bequest  was  to  be  applied  according  to  the 
absolute  discretion  of  Mr.  Robinson;  which  it  could 
not  be,  as  that  gentleman  had  died  in  the  testator's 
lifetime. 

Mr.  Bethelly  in  reply,  referred  to  Moggridgey,  Thack" 
well  (A),  where  the  Court  directed  the  Master  to  approve 
of  a  scheme  for  the  application  of  the  testatrix's  resi- 
duary estate,  notwithstanding  the  testatrix  had  given  it 
to  a  trustee,  with  a  direction  that  he  should  dispose  of 
it  in  such  charities  as  he  might  think  Jit. 

The  Vice-Chancbllor  :  — 

Looking  at  the  language  of  the  will,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  legacy  of  15,000/.,  was  given  for  the  benefit  of 
persons  who,  either  at  the  testator's  death  or  at  any 
time  thereafter,  might  bear  the  character  of  Roman 
Catholic  priests  in  and  near  London.  No  objection  arises 
from  the  indefinite  nature  of  ihe  word  "  near ;"  be- 
cause, if  the  fund  is  given  for  a  charitable  purpose,  the 
Court  can  solve  the  difficulty  with  regard  to  its  appli« 
cation,  by  directing  a  scheme  to  be  approved  by  the 
Master. 

The  language  of  the  will  is :  "I  give  and  bequeath, 
out  of  my  personal  estate,  the  following  legacies :  To 
the  Right  Rev.  Dr.  Walsh,  of  Wolverhampton,  the  sum 
of  5,000/.,  to  be  by  him  applied  for  the  purposes  of 
Oscot  College,  Staffordshire :  To  the  Rev.  T.  Robinson 
of  Steel-street,  Liverpool,  4,000/.,  to  be  by  him  applied 
to  the  use  of  Ampleforth  College  in  Yorkshire :  To  the 

(k)  I  Ves.  juii.  464;  and  7  Ves.  jun.  36. 
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said  Thomas  Robinson  the  further  sum  of  4,000 /.,  to  be 
applied  to  the  use  of  Downtide  College  in  Somersetshire : 
To  the  said  Thomas  Robinson  the  further  sum  of  4,000 /.» 
to  be  by  him  applied  to  the  use  of  Old  Hall  Green 
College  in  Hertfordshire"  The  expression  made  use  of 
in  the  first  of  these  bequests,  is :  ''  to  be  by  him  ap- 
plied for  the  purposes  of;"  and,  in  the  others,  "  for  the 
use  of;"  and  the  term  "  college"  implies  an  institution 
of  an  endurable  natui-e.  Then,  after  these  four  bequests, 
follows  that  upon  which  the  question  arises  :  **  To  the 
said  Thomas  Robinson  the  further  sum  of  15,000/.,  to 
be  by  him  applied  for  the  use  of  Roman  CathoUc  priests 
in  and  near  I^ndon,  at  his  absolute  discretion."  The 
same  language  is  here  used  as  had  been,  just  before, 
employed  with  respect  to  the  legacies  given  for  the 
benefit  of  the  colleges,  except  that,  in  the  first  bequest, 
the  word  "  purpose"  is  used  instead  of  the  word  *'  use:" 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  words :  **  for  the  use  of 
Roman  Catholic  priests,"  which  shows  that  it  was  the 
testator's  intention  to  confine  the  benefit  of  the  bequest 
more  to  those  Roman  Catholic  priests  who  might  hap- 
pen to  be  living  at  the  testator's  death,  or  at  the  death 
of  Mr.  Robinson^  than  to  those  Roman  Catholic  priests 
who  might  come  into  esse  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, and  before  the  death  of  Mr.  Robinson,  or  at  any 
time  after  the  dea^h  of  both  of  them.  The  probability 
is  that  the  Roman  Catholic  as  well  as  the  Protestant 
church,  will  last  as  long  as  the  woild  endures;  and, 
therefore,  the  words  of  the  testator  must,  in  my  opinion, 
be  construed  as  importing  perpetuity,  and  not  as  being 
confined  to  individuals  living  at  any  given  period. 
Moreover,  the  next  gift  in  the  will,  is  a  gift  to  a  Roman 
Catholic  chapel :  so  that  the  legacy  in  question  is  pre- 
ceded by  bequests  for  purposes  that  must  endure,  and 
followed  by  one  of  the  same  nature. 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


Id 


In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  where  the  testator 
meant  that  particular  priests  should  take  a  benefit,  he 
has  used  different  language.  He  says :  **  I  give,  out  of 
my  personal  estate,  the  following  annuities  :  To  the  in- 
cumbent priest,  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  chapel  at  Formby,  60  /•  a  year  for  his  life :  To 
the  incumbent  priest  at  the  time  being  of  my  decease, 
at  Ince,  100 1.  a  year  for  his  life."  So  that  it  seems  to 
me  that,  where  the  testator  meant  to  give  a  benefit  to  an 
individual  answering  a  particular  description,  he  has 
expressed  that  intention  with  great  clearness.  And,  upon 
the  whole,  I  think  that  the  fair  construction  of  the  be- 
quest m  question,  is  that  it  was  intended  for  the  benefit 
of  persons  filling  the  character  of  Roman  Catholic 
priests  in  and  near  London,  both  at  the  testator's  death 
and  afterwards. 


1843. 

Attornry- 
General 

Gladstoxr. 


I  shall  therefore  declare  that  the  purpose  for  which 
the  legacy  of  15,000/.  is  given,  is  a  charitable  use,  and 
refer  it  io  the  Master  to  settle  a  scheme  for  the  appli- 
cation of  the  legacy. 
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a  native  of  Ireland,  went  to  reside,  permanently,  in 
France,  BXkd,  in  1776,  obtained  letters  of  naturalization 
and  nobility  in  that  country,  by  virtue  of  which  he 
and  his  wife  assumed  and  used  the  titles  of  Comte 
and  Comtesse  Fanning,  and  he  was,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  domiciled  in  France.  In  April  1777  he  pur- 
chased an  estate  there,  called  La  Roche  Talbot.  In 
1791,  in  consequence  of  the  Revolution  of  1789,  he  left 
France  and  came  to  England  \  and,  shortly  afterwards. 


1842: 
30th  June.     THE  COMMISSIONERS  OF  CHARITABLE  DO- 

' '         NATIONS  AND   BEQUESTS  IN  IRELAND  v. 

Legacg^uty.         DEVEREUX. 
DomtaU, 

A  British  sub-    A  PETITION  presented  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause 
ject  went  to  *^  •^  _  _       . 

settle  in  France,  was,  in  substance,  as  follows.     In  1762  James  Fanning, 
in  1763,  and 
afterwards  pur- 
chased an 
estate,  and  be- 
came natu- 
ralised there. 
In  1791  he  left 
France,  and 
came  to  Eng" 
land,  in  conse- 

?ueoce  of  the 
rencli  Revolu* 
tion,  and, 
shortly  after- 
wards, his  property  was  con6scated  by  the  Revolutionary  govern- 
ment. In  January  1802  he  made  a  will  in  London^  by  which  he 
left  his  property  partly  to  a  charity  in  Ireland,  and  partly  to  indi- 
viduals resident  in  England^  and  appointed  one  of  those  indivi- 
duals his  executor.  In  April  1802,  emigrants  were  permitted  to 
return  to  fraitcf,and,  soon  afterwards,  he  returned  to  that  country. 
In  1 804.9  he  made  a  will,  in  Paris^  in  which  he  stated  that  he  was 
bom  at  Waterfwd,  and  had  come  to  France  to  obtain  restitution 
of  his  estate ;  and,  after  referring  to  his  former  will  (which  he  had 
mislaid  in  London)^  he  recapitulated,  very  nearly,  its  contents,  and 
concluded  by  expressly  confirming  it  He  died  in  ^aris  in  180G, 
and  his  two  testamentary  papers  were  proved  both  in  France  and 
in  England.  Under  the  treaty  of  peace  between  England  and 
France  in  1815,  n  large  sum  of  French  stock  was  set  apart  by  the 
then  French  Government,  for  the  purpose  of  compensating  British 
subjects  whose  property  had  been  confiscated  by  the  Revolutionary 
government,  and  part  of  that  sum  was  awarded,  b}*  commissioners 
appointed  by  the  British  Government,  to  the  testator's  executors, 
for  the  loss  of  the  testator's  property  in  France,  The  commis- 
sioners, under  the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  sold  the  stock 
so  awarded,  and  paid  the  proceeds  into  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
Held  that  the  testator  was  domiciled  iu  France  at  his  death,  and 
that  the  fund  in  Court  was  not  subject  to  legacy  duty. 
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was  proclaimed  an  emigrant,  and  his  real  and  personal 
property  was  confiscated  by  the  French  Government. 

He  remained  in  England  until  October  1802 ;  and 
on  the  15th  of  January  in  that  year,  he  made  a  will, 
by  which,  after  describing  himself  as  proprietor  of 
the  estate  of  La  Roche  Talbot,  and  as  then  lodging 
in  a  house  near  Manchester-square,  London ,  he  be- 
queathed all  his  worldly  substance,  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts  and  legacies,  to  his  kinsman,  the 
Defendant  Deverettx,  then  of  the  county  of  Wexford, 
his  friend  the  Rev.  Daniel  MacCarthy,  who,  before  the 
Revolution,  was  a  canon  of  the  cathedral  of  Chartres, 
and  Edward  Christian  of  High  Holborn,  London.  He 
then  gave  an  annuity  of  40  /.  sterling  to  his  niece  Ca- 
tharine  Macnamara,  of  the  city  of  Waterford,  for  her 
life,  and  in  order  to  provide  for  it,  directed  a  sum  suffi- 
cient to  produce  40/.  sterling,  to  be  put  out  to  interest. 
He  also  bequeathed  to  his  niece,  his  plate  and  linen  that 
was  lodged  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Quan  of  Waterford : 
and  then  disposed  of  two  estates  in  North  America,  by 
giving  one  to  Le  Baron  Beaufort,  then  lodging  near 
Manchester-square,  and  the  other  to  the  Defendant 
Devereux ;  and  he  appointed  that  gentleman,  and 
Messrs.  MacCarthy  and  Christian  his  executors. 

In  April  1802,  a  law  was  made  in  France,  by  which 
emigrants  were  allowed  to  return  to  that  country,  and 
Fanning  soon  afterwards  returned  to  and  continued  to 
reside  in  France  until  his  death. 


1842. 

^ V        9 
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In  September  1804,  he  made  another  will,  dated 
Paris,  the  17th  of  that  month,  which  was,  partly,  as 
follows :  "  I  James  Fanning  born  in  the  city  of  Water- 
ford, in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland,  have  made  my  will  in 
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London  in  the  month  of  January  1801*,  and  deposited 
it  in  the  hands  of  my  friend  Mr.  Edward  Christiiui,  of 
High  Holbom,  London ;  and  this  deposition  took  place 
before  my  departure  thence  for  this  country,  whither  I 
am  come  to  claim  the  restitution  of  the  acquisition  I 
have  made  in  it  of  the  lands  of  La  Roche  Talbot; 
which  I  expected  would  have  been,  without  difficulty, 
restored  to  me;  but,  hitherto,  my  endeavours  have 
been  ineffectual.  However,  I  hope  that  as  what 
I  demand  is  an  act  of  justice,  it  will  be  granted  to 
me.  -  The  copy  of  my  last  will,  as  set  forth  in  my 
said  testament,  is  probably  mislaid,  as  I  can  not  find 
it.  I,  therefore,  mention  in  this  writing,  the  prin- 
cipal articles  contained  in  it ;  not,  in  anywise,  doubt- 
ing that  my  property  in  this  country  will  be  restored  to 
me,  or  that  I  shall  receive  a  just  indemnity  for  it,  as 
well  by  reason  of  the  opposition  placed  upon  my  reve- 
nues sii.ce  the  commencement  of  the  French  Revolu- 
tion, as  for  the  seizure  of  my  plate,  linen,  books,  house- 
hold furniture,  cattle,  &c.  8ic.  Consequently,  after  the 
payment  of  my  just  debts,  I  bequeath  my  said  property 
in  the  following  manner :  one-third  part  of  my  said  pro- 
perty for  charitable  uses,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
city  of  Waterford,  excepting  one-tenth  part  of  the  said 
one-third  part  of  my  said  property ;  which  one- tenth  I 
desire  may  be  laid  out  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
parishes  of  Liiffauey,  Ballygory  and  Windyhome,  and 
likewise  the  poor  of  the  parishes  of  Castkbanny  and 
Rochestown,  all  these  parishes  being  in  the  county  of 
Kilkenny.  I  bequeath  one-third  part  of  my  said  pro- 
perty to  my  friend  and  relation  Edward  Devereux,  esq., 
a  native  of  Wexford;  and  he  is  to  be  paid  (independent 


*  Tlie  first  will  was  dated  in  January  i8ost. 
had,  probably,  forgotten  the  exact  date  of  it. 


The  testator 
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of  the  one-third  part  of  my  property,  which  I  bequeath 
to  him)  the  amount  of  money  he  has  had  the  friendship 
to  supply  me  with,  since  his  arrival  in  Paris,  to  enable 
me  to  subsist.  The  other  third  part  of  my  property  I 
bequeath  to  my  kinsman,  Januarius  Fanning,  of  the 
city  of  Naples.  The  whole  of  the  above  property  to  be 
subject  to  an  annuity  of  00/.  sterling  Irish  money,  to  be 
paid  to  my  niece,  Catharine  Macnamara.*'  The  testator 
then  gave  part  of  his  lands  in  North  America  to  the 
Defendant  Devereux,  another  part  to  Edward  Christian, 
and  the  remainder  to  the  Baron  De  Beaufort,  and  con- 
firmed his  last  will  and  testament  in  every  respect,  ex- 
cepting that  he  revoked  the  nomination  therein  of  Daniel 
MacCarihy  as  one  of  his  executors,  (that  gentleman 
residing  in  London  and  the  testator's  property  being  in 
France),  and  he  named  the  Rev.  Dr.  Walsh,  Provisor  of 
the  United  English,  Scotch,  and  Irish  Colleges,  and  the 
Defendant  Devereux,  his  executors. 


184s. 
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The  testator  died  in  Paris  on  the  2d  of  August  1806 ; 
and,  soon  afterwards,  his  two  testamentary  papers  were 
proved,  by  Devereux  alone,  in  France,  and  also  in  th^ 
Prerogative  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury. 


The  petition,  after  stating  as  above,  alleged  that, 
from  the  time  when  Fanning  first  went  to  reside  in 
France  down  to  his  death,  he  constantly  resided  in  that 
country,  except  only  during  the  time  whilst,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  public  disturbances  in  France,  he  was 
absent  as  an  emigrant  therefrom ;  and  that,  during  the 
period  aforesaid  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  he  had 
his  domicile  in  France :  that,  by  the  fourth  additional 
article  of  the  definitive  treaty  of  peace  between 
England  and  France,  concluded  on  the  30th  of  May 
1814,  it  was  stipulated  that,  after  the  ratification  of 

Vol.  XIII.  c 
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the  treaty,  the  sequesters  which,  since  the  year  1792, 
had  been  laid  on  the  funds,  revenues,  credits  or  other 
effects  of  tlie  subjects  of  the  two  countries,  should  be 
taken  off,  and  that  Commissioners  mentioned  in  the 
second  additional  article  of  the  treaty,  should  undertake 
the  examination  of  the  claims  of  British  subjects  upon 
the  French  Government,  for  the  value  of  property,  move- 
able or  immoveable,  ill^ally  confiscated  by  the  French 
authorities  :  that  by  a  convention  entered  into  at  Paris 
on  the  20th  of  November  1815,  in  conformity  to  the 
ninth  article  of  the  definitive  treaty  of  peace,  between 
France  and  the  Allied  Powers,  concluded  on  the  20th  of 
November  1815,  relative  to  the  examination  and  liquid- 
ation of  the  claims  of  British  subjects  on  the  French 
Government,  it  was  stipulated  that  a  capital  producing 
an  interest  of  3,500,000  francs,  commencing  from  the 
22d  of  March  1816,  should  be  inscribed,  as  a  fund  of 
guarantee,  in  the  great  book  of  public  debt  of  France, 
in  the  names  of  two  or  four  Commissioners,  the  one  half 
English  and  the  other  half  French,  chosen  by  their 
respective  Governments :  that  by  a  commission,  dated 
the  27th  of  December  1815,  under  the  great  seal  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  certain  persons  were  appointed  Com- 
missioners of  Liquidation,  Arbitration,  and  Deposit,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect,  on  the  part  of  his 
Majesty,  the  provisions  contained  in  the  convention  of 
the  20th  of  November  1815 :  that  the  Commissioners 
caused  to  be  inscribed  in  a  register,  the  names  of  all  the 
claimants  who  presented  themselves  within  a  period 
prescribed  by  the  convention,  and  caused  to  be  paid, 
out  of  the  fund  of  guarantee,  certain  sums  producing  in 
the  whole  2,945,895  francs  of  yearly  revenue,  to  various 
persons  whose  names  were  inscribed  in  the  register: 
that  a  further  convention  was  signed,  at  Paris,  on  the 
25th  of  April  1818,  for  the  final  arrangement  of  the 
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claims  of  British  subjects  upon  the  French  Government,  1 842. 

by  the  first  article  of  which  it  was  agreed  that,  in  order 

to  effect  the  payment  and  entire  extinction  of  the  capital  ^^*'  ^*  *** 

1    .  /  -r^       .    1  1  .  ,  lilt  SIGNERS  OF 

and  interest  due  to  Bntish  subjects,  there  should  be  r  ^  ,  *  lr 
inscribed,  in  the  great  book  of  the  public  debt  of  France,  Oon  ations 
a  perpetual  annuity  of  3,000,000  of  francs,  which  should  %,, 

bear  interest  from  the  22d  of  March  1818 ;  and  it  was      Devrurux. 
stipulated  that  such  part  of  the  annuity  of  3,500,000 
francs  as  was  then  disposable,  should  be  equally  appli- 
cable to  the  payment  of  the  said  claims,  and,  in  conse- 
quence, that  the  inscriptions  of  that  annuity  should  be 
delivered  over  to  the  Commissioners  of  his  Britannic 
Majesty  immediately  after  the  exchange  of  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  convention  now  in  statement ;  and  that  the 
annuity  of  3,000,000  of  francs  should  be  divided  into 
12  inscriptions  of  equal  value,  and  should  he  inscribed 
in  the  names  of  the  Commissioners,  and  should  be  made 
over  to  them,  at  the  rate  of  one  per  month,  to  begin  from 
the  day  of  the  exchange  of  the  ratification  of  the  last- 
mentioned  convention :  that,  by  a  commission  under  the 
great  seal  of  the  United  Kingdom,  dated  the  15th  of 
June  1818,  his  Majesty  appointed  certain  persons  therein 
named  to  be  bis  Commissioners  of  Liquidation,  Arbitration 
and  Award,  for  the  purpose  of  acting,  on  behalf  of  his 
Majesty  in  England,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
before-mentioned  conventions,  and  to  take  into  consi- 
deration all  the  claims  of  his  Majesty's  subjects  which 
might  have  been  at  due  times  and  in  proper  form,  pre- 
sented to  them,  and  to  award  the  payment  of  such  sums 
as  might  appear  to  be  justly  due  to  his  Majesty's  sub- 
jects ;  and,  by  another  commission  of  the  same  date, 
his  Majesty  appointed  two  other  Commissioners  to  be 
his  Commissioners  of  Deposit,  to  receive  from  the 
Government  of  France,  the  inscriptions  to  be  delivered 
over  to  the  British  Commissioners  in  pursuance  of  the 
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conventions  before  mentioned :  that  by  the  59th  Geo.  3, 
c.  31  y  the  Commissioners  of  Liquidation,  Arbitration 
and  Award  were  empowered  to  apportion  and  distribute 
the  sums  stipulated,  by  the  conventions,  to  be  provided 
by  France,  and  to  order  the  same  to  be  paid  to  and 
among  the  several  claimants  whose  names  were  duly 
registered,  and  whose  claims  should  be  allowed :  that 
the  Act  further  enacted  that,  during  the  time  that 
any  capital  inscribed  in  the  great  book  of  the  public 
debt  of  France  in  pursuance  of  the  conventions,  or  any 
part  of  such  capital,  should  remain  in  the  names  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Deposit,  and  should  not  have  been 
appropriated  to  the  liquidation  of  any  claims  of  his 
Majesty's  subjects,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Deposit,  on  receiving  directions  to  such  effect 
from  the  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs  and  from 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury,  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  capital  so  inscribed  and 
unappropriated,  and  to  transfer  the  proceeds  to  England, 
to  the  Commissioners  of  Liquidation,  Arbitration  and 
Award,  to  be  by  them  invested  in  Exchequer  Bills  or 
other  public  securities,  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied 
to  the  payment  or  liquidation  of  any  such  claims,  or,  in 
case  all  such  claims  should  be  paid  or  liquidated,  for 
such  other  purposes  as  the  Commissioners  of  the  Trea- 
sury should  direct  the  Commissioners  of  Liquidation, 
Arbitration  and  Award  to  apply  the  same  ;  and  all  such 
Exchequer  Bills  and  other  public  securities  should  be 
deposited  in  the  Bank  of  England  to  the  account  and 
in  the  names  of  the  Commissioners  of  Liquidation,  Arbi- 
tration and  Award,  and  should  be  and  remain  in  the 
names  of  such  Commissioners,  to  be  sold  and  theproduce 
thereof  paid  and  applied  for  the  purposes  therein  specified. 


The  petition  further  stated  that  Devereur  preferred 
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three  claims,  to  the  Commissioners  of  Liquidation,  Arbi* 
tration  and  Award,  in  respect  of  the  testator's  property 
which  had  been  confiscated  as  before  mentioned,  and  that 
the  Commissioners,  by  their  award  dated  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember 1820,  awarded  41,993  francs  of  annual  rentes,  for 
the  value  of  the  testator's  immoveable  property,  and,  by 
another  award  dated  the  18th  of  January  1821,  awarded 
468  irancs  of  like  reHtes  for  the  value  of  the  testator's 
moveable  property,  and,  by  another  award  of  the  23d  of 
January  1821,  awarded  7,161  francs  of  like  rentes,  for 
the  value  of  certain  wood  on  the  testator's  estate,  which 
bad  been  cut  down  and  sold  during  the  occupation  of 
it  by  the  French  Government  *.  The  petition  further 
stated  that  various  sums  of  the  said  rentes,  to  the  amount 
of  55  per  cent,  on  ihe  sums  awarded,  were  transferred 
to  Daniel  Reardon,  as  the  agent  and  on  behalf  of  Deve^ 
reuT,  leaving  45  per  cent  to  be  still  liquidated  and 
satisfied :  that,  in  July  1822,  the  Plaintiffs  (who  were 
empowered,  by  Act  of  Parliament,  to  sue  for  charitable 
donations  and  bequests  and  to  apply  the  same  according 
to  the  intentions  of  the  donors)  filed  their  bill  in  this 
suit,  against  Devereux  and  others,  prating  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  the  sums  awarded  and  trans- 
ferred to  Devereux  and  his  agent  or  either  of  them,  as 
before  mentioned,  and  that  what  should  appear  due  in 
respect  of  the  charitable  bequests  made  by  the  testator 
as  before  stated,  might  be  paid  or  transferred  to  the 
Plaintiffs  :  that,  in  such  suit,  the  amount  of  the  remain- 
ing 45  per  cent  of  the  rentes  awarded  as  aforesaid,  was 
converted  into  sterling  money,  and  paid  into  court  by 

^  The  treaties,  conventions,  and  Act  of  Parliament  re- 
ferred to  in  the  text,  and  the  particulars  of  the  claims  made 
by  DeveraiXy  and  the  awards  made  and  other  acts  done 
thereupon  by  the  CommissionerB,  are  more  fully  stated  in 
Hill  V.  RcardoHy  2  Russ.  6o8. 
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the  Commissioners  of  Deposit  under  the  powers  con- 
tained in  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  the  money  so  paid 
in,  was  invested  under  the  direction  of  the  Court :  that, 
nnder  the  decree  and  orders  in  the  cause,  the  amount 
due  to  the  Plaintitfs  in  respect  of  the  charitable  bequests, 
was  ascertained,  and  certain  sums  of  bank  annuities  and 
cash  were  ordered  to  be  transferred  and  paid,  to  the 
Plaintifis,  out  of  the  stock  and  cash  in  the  cause,  on 
account  of  what  had  been  so  found  due  to  them :  that, 
after  the  last  of  those  orders  was  made,  a  claim  was  set 
up,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  for  legacy  duty  in  respect  of 
the  charitable  bequests ;  in  consequence  of  which  it  was 
agreed  that  4,000  /.  bank  annuities,  part  of  the  bank 
annuities  ordered  to  be  transferred  to  the  Plaintifis, 
should  be  set  apart  to  answer  such  claim,  if  any,  as  the 
Crown  might  have ;  but  the  petitioners  were  advised 
that  no  legacy  duty  was  payable  in  respect  of  the  cha- 
ritable bequests :  The  petition,  therefore,  prayed  that  the 
4,000/.  bank  annuities,  together  with  the  dividends 
which  had  accrued  thereon,  might  be  transferred  and 
paid  to  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Fabety  in  support  of  the 
petition : 

Several  years  before  the  Revolution,  Mr.  Fanning 
went,  with  his  wife  and  family,  to  settle  in  France ;  and 
obtained  letters  of  naturalization  and  nobility,  and  pur- 
chased an  estate  in  that  country.  He  continued  to 
reside  in  France,  under  his  French  title,  and  as  a  French 
subject,  until  he  was  compelled  to  fly,  in  consequence 
of  the  atrocities  of  the  Revolution,  first  to  Flanders  and 
afterwards  to  this  country.  During  his  absence  from  his 
adopted  country,  he  was  proscribed  as  a  French  emi- 
grant, and  his  property  was  confiscated  as  being  the 
property  of  an  emigrant.  He  remained  in  England  until 
some  time  in  the  year  1802 ;  when,  a  law  having  been 
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made,  by  the  French  Goverament,  allowing  emigrants 
to  return  to  Frame,  he  lost  no  time  in  taking  advantage 
of  that  law,  and  returned  to  that  country.  During  his 
temporary  and  compulsory  absence  from  the  country  in 
which  he  had  fixed  his  domicile,  he  made  a  will ;  and  it 
is  very  important  to  see  how  he  describes  himself  in  that 
instrument.  He  says :  **  I  James  Fanning^  proprietor 
of  the  estate  of  Xa  Roche  Talbot  and  its  dependences, 
situate  in  the  department  of  La  Sarthe  in  France,  now 
lodging  at  No.  8,  fVilliamrstreet,  Manchestersqttare, 
London."  Therefore  he  speaks  of  himself  as  a  French 
landed  proprietor,  and  as  a  mere  temporary  resident  in 
this  country.  In  October  1802,  he  returned  to  France 
and  never  quitted  it  until  his  death,  which  took  place  in 
1806.  In  1804,  he  made  a  codicil  or  second  will,  in 
consequence,  as  he  recites,  of  his  former  will  having 
been  mislaid ;  and,  after  disposing  of  his  property  in 
very  nearly  the  same  manner  as  he  had  disposed  of  it 
before,  he  confirms  his  former  will  in  every  respect, 
except  that  he  appoints  Dr.  Walsh  (who  seems  to  have 
been  the  president  of  a  college  in  Paris),  one  of  his 
executors,  in  the  place  of  Mr.  MacCarihg,  who  was  one 
of  the  executors  of  his  prior  will,  and  was  resident  in 
London,  Both  the  testamentary  papers  were  proved, 
by  Mr.  Devereux,  in  France ;  so  that  the  character  of 
personal  representative  of  the  testator,  was  sought  by 
Mr.  Devereux  in,  and  was  awarded  to  him  by  the  Courts 
of  France*. 

There  is  a  material  distinction  between  probate  duty 
and  legacy  duty.    The  former  is  payable  in  respect  of 

*  The  testamentary  papers  were,  as  is  mentioned  in  the 
previous  part  of  the  case,  proved  in  England  as  well  as  in 
France.  The  observations  at  the  end  of  the  brief  for  the 
petitioners,  stated  that  the  English  probate  was  taken  in 
respect  of  property  under  loo/. 
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all  the  testator's  property  which  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  (a);  but  legacy  duty 
does  not  attach  unless  the  testator  was  domiciled,  at  his 
death,  within  the  operation  of  the  fiscal  laws  of  this 
country.  It  is  true  that,  in  Logan  v.  Fairlie  (b)j  Sir  John 
Leachy  V.  C,  decided  that  the  property  of  a  testator 
who  died  in  India,  which  was  remitted  to  this  country, 
was  subject  to  legacy  duty;  but  the  decision  in  that 
case  was  reversed,  by  the  Lords  Commissioners  (c),  on  the 
authority  of  The  Attorney-general  v.  Jackson  (d).  In  In 
re  Ewin  (e)  the  property  of  a  testator  which  was  in  India 
at  his  death,  but  was  afterwards  remitted  to  bis  executor 
in  this  country  and  paid  over  to  the  legatees,  was  held 
to  be  subject  to  legacy  duty,  on  the  ground  that  the  will 
was  the  will  of  a  person  who  was  domiciled  in  this 
country.  In  Arnold  v.  Arnold  (f)  the  testator  was 
domiciled  and  died  in  India ;  but  some  of  his  executors 
were  resident  in  this  country,  and  his  will  was  proved 
here  as  well  as  in  India ;  and  his  property  was  remitted 
to  the  English  executors  for  the  purpose  of  being  ad- 
ministered in  England;  and  it  was  administered  under 
the  decree  of  this  Court.  Neveilheless  Lord  Cottenham, 
C.  held  that,  as  the  testator  was  not  domiciled,  at  his 
death,  within  the  operation  of  the  fiscal  laws  of  this 
country,  his  property  was  not  liable  to  legacy  duty. 
The  decision  in  In  re  Bruce  (g)  was  founded  on  the 
same  principle. 

Now,  what  are  the  facts  of  the  present  case  ?    The 


(a)  See  Pearse  v.  Pearse^ 
nnte^  Vol.  IX.  p.  430 ;  and 
the  cases  there  cited. 

(b)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  284. 

(c)  1  Myl.  &  Cr  59. 

(c/)  8  Bligh,  15 ;  and  a  CK 
&  Fin  48,  noni.  Attorney^ 
gnieraf  v.  Forbes. 


(e)  1  Crom.  k  J  err.  151  j 
&  I  Tyrw.  91. 

(/)  2  Myl.  &  Keen.  365 ; 
and  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  356. 

(g)  2  Crom.  &  Jerv.  436. 
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testator  went  to  France  so  long  ago  as  the  year  1762| 
and  fixed  his  residence  there.  He  continued  to  reside 
in  France  until  1791,  when  he  was  forced  to  quit  it  in 
consequence  of  the  disturbances  that  then  took  place. 
He  returned  to  France  as  soon  as  be  was  able,  and  re- 
mained there,  without  once  quitting  it,  until  his  death. 
He,  therefore,  acquired  a  domicile  in  France,  and  did 
not  lose  it  by  his  temporary  and  compulsory  absence  in 
this  country.  Munroe  v.  Douglas  (A).  As  then  the  tes- 
tator was  domiciled,  at  his  death,  in  a  country  not  in 
any  way  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
his  property  (which,  indeed,  had  no  existence  in  Eng^* 
land  until  long  after  his  death)  is  not  subject  to  legacy 
duty :  and  consequently  the  claim  made  by  the  Crown, 
cannot  be  sustained. 

Sir  jP.  Pollock  ( Attomey-general),  and  Mr,  Romilly^ 
for  the  Crown : 

The  question  in  this  case,  may  be  divided  into  three 
parts:  first,  the  status  of  the  testator;  second,  the 
nature  of  the  property  bequeathed  ;  and  third,  the  per- 
sons to  whom  it  is  bequeathed.  The  testator  was, 
beyond  all  doubt,  a  British  subject.  Can  a  British  sub- 
ject so  put  off  his  allegiance  as  not  to  be  amenable  to 
the  laws  of  this  country  whether  fiscal  or  not  ?  The 
precise  question  never  has  been  raised  before. 

Though  the  word  'domicile'  is  used,  by  a  sort  of 
analogy,  with  reference  to  a  British  subject,  it  has  no 
meaning  when  applied  to  a  British  subject.  It  is  not  to 
be  found  in  any  of  our  text-writers  or  in  any  of  our 
abridgments  of  the  law.  We  find  it  in  the  law  of 
nations,  but  with  reference  only  to  a  foreigner  dying  in 
this  country  and  having  funds  in  this  country.    With 
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regard  to  a  British  subject,  you  may  inquire  whether  he 
was  resident  in  England,  in  Ireland^  or  in  India  \  in 
order  to  ascertain  whether  his  property  is  subject  to  the 
English  or  the  Irish  rate  of  duty,  or  to  no  duty  at  all : 
for  a  British  subject  may  change  his  Uability  to  the  duty, 
by  going  I0  reside  in  different  parts  of  the  Queen's  do* 
minions :  but  he  can  not  get  rid  of  his  liability  altoge- 
ther, by  going  to  reside  in  a  foreign  country.  If  a  Bri- 
tish subject  makes  a  will  with  regard  to  British  objects, 
and  appoints  British  executors,  his  property  is  liable  to 
l^acy  duty ;  and  the  only  question  that  can  be  raised, 
is  with  respect  to  what  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions 
he  is  to  be  considered  a  British  subject.  If  he  went 
abroad  and  died  there,  he  would  be  referred  to  that  part 
of  the  Queen's  dominions  in  which  he  last  resided.  We 
admit  that,  if  the  testator  had  been  a  Frenchman,  no 
duty  would  have  been  payable  on  his  property:  but 
that  was  not  the  case.  He  was  a  British  subject;  and 
the  claim  which  his  executor  made  to  be  compensated 
in  respect  of  his  property  which  had  been  confiscated, 
was  founded  on  his  having  been  a  British  subject.  Had 
he  been  a  French  citizen,  no  such  claim  could  have  been 
made ;  for  the  funds  set  apart  by  the  French  Govern- 
ment, were  provided  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the 
claims  of  British  subjects  only. 


In  1791,  the  testator  quitted  France,  and  came,  with 
his  family,  to  reside  in  this  country ;  and  he  continued 
to  reside  there  for  more  than  ten  years.  Suppose  that 
he  had  died  in  London  after  he  had  made  his  first  will, 
could  it  have  been  contended  that  his  domicile  was  to 
be  referred  to  the  country  which  he  had  abandoned  for 
more  than  ten  years  ?  It  was  said  that,  when  he  re- 
turned to  France  in  1802,  he  intended  to  fix  his  resi- 
dence there :  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  intention. 
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The  second  will  shows  that  the  testator  considered  him- 
self as  purely  a  British  subject ;  for  he  describes  him- 
self as  James  Fanning  (not  Comte  de  Fanning),  a  native 
of  the  city  of  Waterford;  and  states  that  he  had  gone 
to  France,  not  permanently^  but  to  endeavour  to  regain 
his  property,  and  that  too,  on  the  ground  of  his  being 
not  a  French  but  a  British  subject. 

This  then  is  the  case  of  a  British  subject  going  to 
Paris  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  claim  upon  the 
French  Government  as  a  British  subject  (that  is,  for  a 
mere  temporary  purpose),  and  accidentally  dying  in 
Paris  before  that  purpose  was  completed,  having  made 
a  will  in  London,  with  reference  to  British  objects.  The 
Attomey^general  v.  Dimn(ft). 

Mr.  Romilly: 
In  the  case  of  Hill  v.  Reardon(l)  the  particulars  of 
the  claims  made  by  Deveretix,  are  fully  stated ;  and  it 
appears  not  only  that  those  claims  were  made  on  the 
grouud  that  the  testator  was  a  British  subject,  but  that 
they  could  not  have  been  made  successfully  on  any  other 
ground.  Therefore,  the  testator  must  have  abandoned 
his  French  domicile,  and  acquired  a  domicile  in  this 
country,  which  continued  until  his  death. 

In  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  the  Lord  Chancellor  considered 
that  the  question  was  a  mixed  question  of  domicile  and 
the  situs  of  the  property ;  and  it  was  held  that,  though 
the  testator  was  domiciled  in  India,  the  legacy  duty  was 
payable  on  that  portion  of  his  property  which  was  in 
this  country*.     In  The  Attorney-general  v.  Dunn,  the 

(k)  6  Mees.  &  Wels  511.  (/)  2  Russ.  608. 

•  There  are  two  reports  of  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  one  in  2  Myl. 
k  Keen,  365,  and  the  other  in  2  Myl.  &:  Cr.  256 :  but  it 
does  not  appear,  from  cither  of  them,  that  the  testator's  pro- 
perty in  England,  ^as  decided  to  be  subject  to  legacy  duty. 
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30th  June. 


foreign  domicile  of  the  testator^  was  not  established ; 
but  the  Barons  of  Exchequer,  and  Mr,  Baron  Aiderson 
in  particular,  seem  to  have  thought  that,  even  if  it  had 
been  established,  the  legacy  duty  would  have  attached. 

In  this  case  the  testator  went  to  France  in  1802,  for 
a  temporary  purpose  only,  and  with  the  intention  of 
remaining  there,  not  permanently,  but  only  until  he 
should  have  accomplished  that  purpose ;  and  he  died 
before  he  had  accomplished  it.  No  title  to  the  sums 
awarded  by  tlie  CommissionerB,  accrued  until  their 
award  was  made,  which  was  many  years  after  the  tes- 
tator's death.  The  money  was  afterwards  remitted  to 
and  invested  in  the  funds  of  this  country,  in  order  that 
it  might  be  administered  and  the  rights  of  the  parties 
to  it  ascertained,  in  this  country.  It  could  not  have 
been  administered,  nor  could  the  rights  of  the  parties  to 
it  have  been  ascertained  in  France^  or  anywhere  but 
in  England.  The  sUu$  of  the  property,  therefore,  was 
clearly  in  this  country ;  and  the  testator  was  domiciled 
in  this  country;  the  executors  and  legatees  named  in 
his  will,  were,  all  of  them,  British  subjects;  and  all 
the  objects  of  his  will,  were  British  objects. 


The  Vice-Chakcellor  : 
I  have  read  over  the  affidavit  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, which  is  not  contradicted.  It  not  only  states, 
generally,  that  Mr.  Fanning  was  a  domiciled  French- 
man; but  adds  a  great  variety  of  particulars,  in  detail : 
from  which  it  appears  to  me  that  that  conclusion  is 
unavoidable. 

In  my  opinion  the  questioui  whether  Mr.  Fanning^s 
property  is  liable  to  legacy  duty  or  not,  is  concluded 
by  the  decision  In  the  matter  of  Bruce,  In  that  case  it 
did  not  appear,  very  clearly,  whether  the  testator  was  a 
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British  subject  or  not.  His  father  was  a  Scotchman; 
and  he  himself  was  born  in  Marylatid;  and,  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  he  was  certainly  domiciled  in  Atnerica, 
He  had  property  in  this  country ;  his  will  was  proved 
in  this  country,  and  there  was  a  suit  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  his  estate  in  this  country.  But,  notwith- 
standing, it  was  held  that  legacy  duty  was  not  payable 
upon  it.  I  observe  that,  in  giving  judgment  in  that 
case,  Mr.  Baron  Bayley  says  that  the  deceased  was  not 
a  British  subject  Now  supposing  that  those  words 
were  meant  to  be  taken  literally  as  they  stand,  it  is 
quite  clear,  from  the  case  of  Logan  v.  Fairlie,  as  de- 
cided by  the  Lords  Commissioners,  and  from  the  case 
of  Arnold  v.  Arnold^  that  if  the  deceased  had  been  a 
British  subject,  that  fact  would  have  made  no  diflTereuce; 
for  the  question  whether  the  legacy  duty  is  payable  or 
not,  depends  not  on  the  fact  to  whom  the  deceased 
owed  allegiance ;  but  upon  the  fact  where  he  had  his 
domicile  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
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In  this  case,  I  must  take  it  that  Mr.  Fanning  was  do- 
miciled in  France  at  his  death.  His  will  too  was  made  in 
France ;  and  (if  it  is  at  all  material  to  notice  the  circum- 
stance) the  property  with  regard  to  which  the  question  is 
raised  by  the  petition  was,  in  its  origin,  French  property. 
For  Mr.  Fanning^  at  the  time  of  his  death,  had  a  claim, 
on  the  French  Government,  to  what  is  termed,  in  the 
EngHsh  law,  damages;  but  was  denominated,  in  the 
treaties  and  conventions  between  the  crowns  of  France 
and  Great  Britain^  compensation  for  the  loss  he  had 
sustained  by  the  confiscation  of  his  property  in  France. 
And  though  it  is  perfectly  true  that  his  title  to  the  com- 
pensation, arose  out  of  the  fact  of  his  owing  allegiance 
to  the  British  Crown ;  yet  that  does  not  appear  to  me 
at  all  to  affect  the  question.    The  French  Government 
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set  apart,  from  the  public  funds  of  France,  a  certain 
portion  of  rentes  (that  is,  stock)  for  the  purpose  of 
making  compensation  to  all  those  individuals,  being 
British  subjects,  whose  property  in  France  had  been 
confiscated  by  the  French  Revolutionary  Government. 
Mr.  Fanning  then,  at  his  death,  had  a  claim  on  the 
Government  of  France  \  and,  some  years  after  his  death, 
certain  sums  of  French  stock,  were  awarded,  to  his 
executor,  in  satisfaction  of  that  claim.  Consequently, 
the  sums  so  awarded  were  clearly  French  in  their  ori- 
gin :  and  although  they,  subsequently,  for  the  purpose 
of  pajrmenty  assumed  the  form  of  stock  in  the  English 
funds,  I  do  not  think  that  circumstance  makes  any 
difference. 


We  have  then  the  following  facts  in  this  case:  a 
foreign  domicile,  a  foreign  will,  and  foreign  property ; 
and  it  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  plain  that  the 
legacy  duty  is  not  payable. 

Order  made  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  peti- 
tion*. 


•  See  The  Attorney  Gaicral  v.  Filzgeraid,  post.  83. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  WARWICK  AND  1843 : 

LEAMINGTON  RAILWAY  COMPANY*.  ^5th  inue. 

A  Payment  of 

LARGE  sum  of  money  had  been  paid  into  the  Bank     money  out  of 

of  England^  under  the  authority  of  The  Speaker's  war-        J^^!' 

rant,  in  compliance  with   the   standing  order  of  The  ' 

House  of  Commons,  which  requires  that  a  deposit  of  A.^  B.  &  C. 

10  /.  per  cent,  on  the  capital  of  any  proposed  joint-stock  J^^^'°?ura'of^^ 

railway  company,  shall  be  made  prior  to  the  application  money  in  the 

to  Parliament,  for  an  Act  of  incorporation ;   and   the  Bank,  peti- 

money  was  placed  in  the  Bank,  in  the  names  of  several  j^^"^t  belaid 

persons  who  had  been  the  principal  projectors  of  the  not  to  them- 

undertaking.  selves  but /o 

tnetr  Danker, 
An  order  was 
The  Act  of  Parliament  having  been  now  obtained,  a  roa^e  according 
petition  was  presented,  by  all  the  persons  in  whose  ^   ^ 

names  the  money  was  standing,  praying  that  the  amount 
might  be  paid  to  Mr.  George  Cart  Glyn,  of  the  city  of 
London,  banker,  who  was  the  banker  to  the  railway 
company. 

The  Vice-ChanctUcT  made  an  order  according  to  the 
prayer  of  the  petition.  The  Registrar,  however,  on 
being  applied  to  to  draw  up  the  order,  was  of  opinion 
that  it  was  irregular  in  directing  the  payment  to  be  made 
to  the  agent  of  the  petitioners,  instead  of  to  the  peti- 
tioners themselves.  But,  his  Honor  on  his  attention 
being  called  to  the  point,  by  Mr.  Mylne,  the  petitioners* 
counsel,  said  that  there  was  nothing  irregular  or  im- 
proper in  making  the  order  as  prayed. 


*  Ex  relatione* 
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1842:  FLIGHT  V.  CAM  AC. 

25th  JuDe. 

Neto  Orders  of  UnDER    the  4th  &  6th  Will  4,  c.  82,  (authorizing 

August  1841.     the  process  of  the  Courts  of  Chancery  and  Exchequer 

rracttce.        ^^  ^ye  served  on  Defendants  resident  out  of  the  United 
Fro  co^esso. 

Debt.  Kingdom,)  the  Defendant,  Camac,  had  been  served  with 

a  subpcena  to  appear  and  answer,  at  Calais;  but  without 

served  under      effect.     Whereupon,  the  Plaintiff  caused  an  appearance 

the  Foreign         to  be  entered  for  him,  under  the  8th  General  Order  of 

a  Defi^dint  ^"  August  1841 ;  which  directs:  "  That  if  the  Defendant, 

resident  abroad,  being  duly  served  with  a  subpoena  to  appear  to  and 

18  (/tr/y  serred       answer  the  bill,  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  appear  thereto. 

General  Order     *^®  Plaintiff  shall,  (ifter  the  expiration  of  eight  days  from 

ofAugu8ti84i;  such  service,  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court  for 

and,  it  he  does    ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^  ^  appearance  for  the  Defendant.     And 

not  appear,  the  .  . 

Plaintiff  may       the  Court,  being  satisfied  that  the  subpcena  has  been 

cause  an  ap-  j,^/y  served,  and  that  no  appearance  has  been  entered 
entered  for  him  ^V  ^®  Defendant,  may  give  such  leave  accordingly; 
and  proceed  to  and  that,  thereupon,  the  Plaintiff  may  cause  an  appear- 
take  the  bill  ^^^  ^^  j^^  entered  for  the  Defendant.  And  thereupon 
proconfesso.  ,111  -^ 

such  further  proceedmgs  may  be  had  m  the  cause  as  if 

the  Defendant  had  actually  appeared." 

The  Plaintiff  afterwards  proceeded  to  take  the  bill 
pro  confesso  against  the  Defendant,  and,  ultimately, 
obtained  an  order  for  that  purpose. 

The  Registrar,  on  being  applied  to  to  draw  up  the 
order,  doubted  whether  the  Defendant  had  been  duly 
served  with  the  subpoena,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
General  Order,  so  as  to  authorize  the  Plaintiff  to  enter 
an  appearance  for  him. 
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The   Vtce-Chancellorj  however,  on   the  point  being  1842. 

submitted  to  him  by  Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Wood,  the 

PlaintiflTs  counsel,  decided   in    the    affirmative,    and  tlioht 

directed  the  order  to  be  drawn  up.  ^     ' 

*^  Cam  AC. 


LIVESE Y  V.  LIVESEY.  ^M :   ^ 

34th  &  28th 
June, 
/lN£  WORTHINGTON,  widow,  made  her  will,   apd  15th  July, 
dated  the  24th  of  April  1806,  and  which  was,  in  part,  ^r^^^ 

as  follows :  Construction. 

Eldest  son. 

''  I  pve,  nnto  my  daughter  EUza,  the  wife  of  Edmund  Testatrix  gave, 

Livesetf,  the  sum  of  ten  guineas ;  and,  unto  the  eldest  to  the  eldest 

son  of  my  said  daughter  and  the  said  Edmund  Livesey  2^u,?|,tpr'^ijo 

who  shall  be  living  at  my  decease,  ten  guineas ;  and  1  should  be  living 

leave  my  said  daurhter,  and  the  eldest  son  of  my  said  **  ^^^  ^^^  ^^ 

cease  ten 
daughter  EUza  and  the  said  Edmund  Livesey  who  shall  guineas,  and 

be  living  at  my  decease,  no  larger  sums,  because  they  added  that  she 

have  and  will  have  a  handsome  provision  from  the  estate  |        '"^  "°  k  - 

of  my  late  husband  and  the  estate  of  the  said  Edmund  cause  he  would 

Livesey.     I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all  the  residue  have  a  band- 

of  my  estates  and  effects,  real  and  personal,  unto  my  ^^^  ^^  estate 

executors  hereinafter  named,  their  heirs,  executors  &c.,  of  her  late  hus- 
band and  the 
estate  of  his  own  father  (who  was  still  alive) :  and  she  gave  the 
residue  of  her  property  to  all  the  children  of  her  daughter,  except 
the  daughter's  eldest  son,  or  such  of  her  sons  as,  by  the  death  of 
an  elder  brother,  should  become  an  eldest  son,  equally  to  be 
divided  amongst  them  when  the  youngest  should  attain  twenty- 
one.  The  daughter's  eldest  son  was  provided  for  in  the  manner 
mentioned;  but  he  died  before  the  youngest  child  attained 
twenty-one,  and  the  provision  did  not  devolve  upon  the  daughtcr*s 
second  son.  Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  latter  was  excluded  from 
participating  in  the  residue. 
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upoD  trust  that  they  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs, 
executors  8cc.,  do  and  shall  pay  and  divide  the  same  in 
manner  hereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  one  moiety 
or  half  part  thereof  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the 
children  of  my  daughter,  JanCj  who  may  hereafter  be 
bom  (she  not  having  any  at  present),  their  heirs,  exe- 
cutors 8cc.»  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them  and 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,   share   and   share 
aUke,  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants, 
when  the  youngest  of  such  children  shall  arrive  at  the  age 
of  21  gears.   Provided  always,  nevertheless,  that,  if  any 
of  such  children  shall  then   be  dead   leaving  lawful 
issue,  such  issue  shall  take  the  share  which  his,  her  or 
their  parent  would  have  taken  if  living.     Provided  also 
that  if  my  said  daughter  Jofie  shall  not  have  any  chil- 
dren, or  such  children  shall  all  die  under  the  age  of  21 
years  without  having  lawful  issue,  then  the  aforesaid 
moiety  to  go  to  my  said  daughter  Eliza's  children,  save 
and  except  her  eldest  son  or  him  who,  by  the  death  of  his 
elder  brother,  mag  become  so,  and  the  survivors  or  sur- 
vivor of  them  and  their,  his  or  her  issue,  at  such  time 
and  in  such  shares  and  manner  as  the  other  moiety  of  the 
aforesaid  residue  of  mg  estate  and  effects  is  hereinafter 
directed  to  be  paid  and  divided:  and,  as  to  the  other 
moiety  or  half  part  of  the  said  residue  of  my  estates 
and  effects,  real  and  personal,  upon  trust  that  my  said 
executors,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs,  executors 
or  administrators,  do  and  shall  pay  and  divide  the  same 
unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  children  of  my 
daughter,  Eliza,  who  are  now  in  being  or  shall  here- 
after be  bom  (save  and  except  her  eldest  son  or  such  of 
her  sons  as  shall,  by  the  death  of  an  elder  brother,  be- 
come  an  eldest  son,  it  being  my  will  that  the  son  who  is 
or  shall  become  an  eldest  son  shall  not  be  entitled  to 
take  anything  under  this  devise  or  bequest),  their  heirs. 
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executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  equally  to  be  184a. 

divided  amongst  them  and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common  and 
not  aa  joint  tenants,  when  the  youngest  of  them  shall 
arrive  at  the  age  of  21  years.  Provided  always,  never- 
theless, that  if  any  such  children  shall  then  be  dead 
leaving  lavefal  issue,  such  issue  shall  take  the  share 
which  his,  her  or  their  parent  would  have  taken  if 
living.  Provided  also,  that  if  all  such  children  shall 
die  under  the  age  of  21  years  without  leaving  any 
issue  living,  the  said  last-mentioned  moiety  of  the 
aforesaid  residue,  shall  go  to  my  daughter  Janets  chil- 
dren, and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and  their, 
his  or  her  issue,  at  such  time,  and  in  such  shares,  and 
in  such  manner  as  the  first-mentioned  moiety  of  the 
aforesaid  residue  is  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  divided. 
Provided^  also,  that  if  all  the  children  of  my  said  daugh- 
ters, except  the  eldest  son  of  my  daughter  JEUza  or  him 
who  shall,  by  the  death  of  his  elder  brother,  become  an 
eldest  son,  shall  die  under  the  age  of  21  years  and  not 
leare  any  issue  living,  then  the  whole  of  the  said  resi- 
due of  my  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  to  go  to 
the  eldest  son  of  my  said  daughter,  Eliza,  his  heirs,  exe« 
cators,  administrators  and  assigns.  And  I  do  hereby 
declare  it  to  be  my  will  and  mind  that,  in  case  all  the 
children  of  my  daughter  Eliza,  except  one  who  shall 
happen  to  be  a  daughter,  shall  die  under  the  age  of  21 
years  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  such  daughter 
shall  be  considered  as  an  eldest  son  of  my  said  daugh- 
ter, Eliza,  and  shall  not  take  any  part  of  the  residue  of 
my  real  or  personal  estate  and  effects,  unless  my  said 
daughter,  Jane,  shall  die  without  leaving  any  issue  and  Sic. 

such  issue  shall  all  die  under  the  age  of  21  years.  And 
it  is  my  will  and  mind  that,  in  the  meantime  and  until 
the  respective  moieties  of  the  aforesaid  residue  of  my  real 
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and  personal  estates  shall  be  to  be  divided,  the  rents,  inte- 
rest and  produce  thereof  shall  accumulate  and  be  added 
to  the  said  moieties  and  become  a  part  thereof,  and  the 
said  accumulations  shall  be  divided  and  paid,  at  the 
same  time,  unto  and  amongst  the  same  person  or  per- 
sons, and  in  the  same  manner  as  the  said  moieties  are 
hereinbefore  directed.  And  I  do  hereby  direct  and  em- 
power my  said  executors  to  invest  the  residue  of  my 
estate  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  either  in  the 
public  funds  or  at  interest  upon  real  securities,  as  to 
them  shall  seem  meet.  Provided  nevertheless  that  if, 
at  the  time  my  said  daughter,  Eliza,  shall  arrive  at  the 
age  of  forty-eight  years  or  will,  if  living,  arrive  at  that 
age,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  there  shall  not  be  any 
issue  of  her  or  my  daughter  Jane  living,  or,  being  such 
issue,  the  same  shall  afterwards  die  under  the  age  of  21 
years,  then  it  is  my  will  and  mind  that  my  said  exe- 
cutors or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs,  executors  or 
administrators,  do  and  shall  pay  the  rents,  interest,  divi- 
dends and  produce  of  the  said  residue  of  my  said  real 
and  personal  estates  and  of  such  accumulations  thereto 
as  aforesaid,  which  shall  arise  and  grow  due  from  the 
time  when  my  said  daughter  Eliza  shall  attain  her  age 
of  48  years,  or  from  the  time  when  the  last  of  such 
issue  of  my  said  daughters  Jane  and  Eliza  shall  die, 
unto  and  between  my  said  daughters  Jane  and  Eliza, 
equally,  share  and  share  alike,  during  their  joint  lives, 
and  to  the  survivor  of  them  during  her  life  ;  the  afore- 
said payments  thereof  to  be  made  to  each  of  my  said 
daughters  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  and  not  subject 
to  the  debts,  disposition,  power  or  control  of  her  hus- 
band, and  for  which  her  receipt  shall  be  a  sufficient 
discharge  notwithstanding  her  coverture ;  it  being  my 
will  that,  in  case  of  either  of  the  contingencies  in  the 
last-mentioned   proviso,  the  rents,  interest,  dividends 
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and  produce  of  my  estate  shall  not  afterwards,  during 
tlie  lives  of  my  said  daughters  or  the  life  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  accumulate  for  the  benefit  of  those  who 
will  be  entitled  to  the  residue  of  my  estates.  Provided 
also,  that  in  case  all  the  children  of  my  said  daughters 
now  living,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  born,  shall 
happen  to  die  before  the  younger  of  them  shall  attain 
the  a€^e  of  21  years  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue, 
then  and  in  such  case  I  do  hereby  give,  devise  and  be- 
queath all  the  residue  of  my  estates  and  effects,  real 
and  personal,  with  the  accumulations  aforesaid,  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  my  said  daugh. 
ters,  Jane  and  Eliza,  and  subject  to  the  life  estate  and 
interest  of  my  said  daughters  and  the  survivor  of  them 
therein  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  unto  my  nephew, 
Johi  Armstrong f  and  niece,  J^we  Armstrong^  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants 
in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants.  I  nominate  and 
appoint  my  daughter  Jane  Livesetff  and  William  Clarke 
oi  UverpooldSoxeaxixAf  banker,  executors  of  this  my  will.'' 


184a. 
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The  testatrix  died  in  June  1R15,  leaving  her  two 
daughters  Jane  and  Eliza,  two  of  the  Defendants  to 
the  suit,  her  coheirs,  her  surviving.  Eliza  had  five 
children,  namely,  Edmund  Worthington  Livesegj  who 
attained  21  in  August  1817,  and  died  a  bachelor  in 
May  1827,  James  Worthington  Liiyesey^  who  was  bom 
in  November  1708,  and  was  a  party  to  the  suit,  another 
child  who  died,  unmarried  and  under  age,  in  1820,  Mary 
Carter  Livesey,  who  was  born  in  J  uly  1804,  and  Hard- 
ing Liveseg,  who  was  born  in  September  1800.  Jane 
Livesey  had  two  children:  one  born  in  1805,  and  tlie 
other,  in  1811. 
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A  petition  presented  in  the  caose,  by  Mary  Carter 
Livesey  and  Harding  lAvesey,  stated  that  Harding 
Liveseify  the  youngest  child  of  Eliza  Livesey,  attained 
21  in  September  1830 :  that  Edmund  Worthington 
Livesey  died  before  Harding  Livesey  attained  21 ;  and 
that,  by  his  death,  James  Worthington  Livesey  became 
the  eldest  son  of  Eliza  Livesey ;  and,  in  consequence 
of  his  becoming  such  eldest  son  before  the  moiety  of 
the  testatrix's  residuary  estate  bequeathed  in  trust  for 
the  children  of  Eliza  Livesey  except  her  eldest  son,, 
became  vested  and  divisible,  he  was  excluded  from 
taking  any  share  of  that  moiety^  and  the  whole  thereof 
became  divisible  between  the  petitioners  in  equal  moie- 
ties :  and  the  petition  prayed  for  a  declaration  to  that 
effect. 


It  appeared,  from  an  affidavit  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, that  Edmund  Worthington  Livesey ,  under  the  will 
of  his  grandfather,  the  testatrix's  late  husband,  was  en- 
titled to  an  annuity  of  200  L  during  his  life,  and  to  a 
sum  of  4,000/.;  and  that,  under  the  will  of  his  fiither 
Edmund  Livesey ,  as  it  stood  at  the  date  of  the  testa- 
trix's will,  he  was  tenant  for  life  of  his  father's  real 
estates,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons, 
successively,  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  his  daughters  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  remainders  to  James 
Worthington  Livesey,  and  to  his  sons  and  daughters  in 
like  manner.  The  father,  however,  afterwards  altered 
his  will,  and,  on  his  death  in  1816,  it  appeared  that  his 
estates  were  limited,  so  that,  immediately  on  the  death 
of  Edmund  Worthington  Livesey  without  issue,  they 
vested  in  Mary  Carter  Livesey  to  the  exclusion  of  James 
W.  Livesey,  and,  on  her  dying  without  issue,  in  the 
father's  own  right  heirs. 
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Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.   Stinton,  in  support  of  the 
petition^  relied  on  Peacoche  v.  Pares  (a). 

Mr.  Dixon  and  Mr.  Roft  for  James  Worthington 
Livesejfy  said  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  will^  the  children  of  Eliza  Livesey  who  were  to 
participate  in  one  moiety  of  the  testatrix's  estate,  were 
those  who  should  be  living  when  the  youngest  attained 
21 ;  but  that  the  child  of  Eliza  Livesey  who  was  to  be 
excluded  from  participating  in  a  moiety  of  the  testatrix's 
estate,  was  (and,  indeed,  the  testatrix  had  said  so,  in  ex- 
press terms,  at  the  commencement  of  her  will)  the  eldest 
son  who  should  be  living  at  her  decease;  that  is,  that 
the  child  who  was  to  take  the  legacy  of  ten  guineas, 
should  be  the  excluded  child :  that  James  W.  Livesey 
was  not  the  child  who  was  to  take  the  legacy ;  for  he 
was  not  the  eldest  son  of  Edmund  and  Eliza  who  was 
living  at  the  testatrix's  death :  nor  did  the  motive  or  rea- 
son for  the  exclusion,  which  the  testatrix  had  expressed, 
apply  to  him  ;  for  he  was  not  provided  for  either  out  of 
the  estate  of  his  grandfather  or  of  his  father ;  and,  as 
the  motive  for  the  exclusion  failed,  the  exclusion  must 
fail  also :  that  the  shares  of  the  children  vested  at  the 
death  of  the  testatrix,  but  were  not  to  be  paid  over  to 
them  until  the  youngest  child  attained  21 ;  and  that  the 
time  of  vesting  was  the  proper  time  for  ascertaining 
which  of  the  children  were  intended  to  take :  that  there 
was  more  ground  for  excluding  Mary  Carter  Livesey, 
than  there  was  for  excluding  James  W,  Livesey;  as 
Mary  Carter  Livesey  was  the  child  for  whom  provision 
was  made  from  the  estate  of  Edmund  Livesey  :  Lord 
Teynham  v.  Webb  (6) ;  Duke  v.  Doidge  (c). 


1843. 
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(a)  fi  Keen,  689.  (6)  3  Vez.  198. 

(c)  Ibid.  203,  note. 
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i34«  :  The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

15th  July.  j^  ^j^jg  ^^g^  ^j^^  testatrix.  Jam  Worthingtoti,  made  her 

L1VE8EY  ^'"»  ^"  ^^®  y^**"  1805,  by  which  she  gave  to  her  daugh- 
p.  ter  Eliza,  the  wife  of  Edmund  Livesey,  the  sum  of  ten 

LivESEY.  guineas,  and  to  the  eldest  son  of  her  said  daughter  and 
the  said  Edmund  Livesey  who  should  be  living  at  her 
decease,  ten  guineas.  Then  she  says :  "  and  I  leave 
my  said  daughter,  and  the  eldest  son  of  my  said  daugh- 
ter Eliza  and  the  said  Edmund  Livesey  who  shall  be 
living  at  my  decease,  no  larger  sums,  because  they  have 
and  will  have  a  handsome  provision  from  the  estate  of 
ray  late  husband,  and  the  estate  of  the  said  Edmund 
Livesey'*  In  order  to  explain  that  sentence,  two  affida- 
vits have  been  made.  Mr.  Gusiard*a  affidavit  (which 
is  the  only  one  that  throws  any  light  on  the  subject) 
states  that,  at  the  time  when  the  testatrix  made  her  will, 
the  eldest  son,  de  facto,  that  is  to  say,  Edmund  W6r~ 
thiiigton  Livesey,  was  entitled  to  an  annuity  of  200  /. 
during  his  life  and  to  a  sum  of  4,000  /.,  under  the  will 
of  his  grandfather ;  and  that  his  father  had  made  a  will 
by  which  (if  it  remained  unaltered)  his  estates  would,  in 
case  Edmund  Worthington  Livesey  died  without  issue, 
devolve  on  James  Worthington  Livesey*  But  then  it  is  to 
be  observed  that  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  whole 
of  the  provision  which  was  made  for  Edmund  Wor^ 
thington  Livesey  was  to  devolve  upon  James  Worthing^ 
ton  Livesey^  The  testatrix  might  have  misunderstood 
the  matter ;  but  that  is  not  the  only  observation  that 
arises  on  this  case. 

The  testatrix  then  gives  one  moiety  of  her  real  and 
personal  estate,  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the 
children  of  her  daughter  Jane,  who  might  thereafter 
be  bom  (she  not  having  any  at  the  time),  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and   assigns,  equally  to  be 
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divided  amongst  them  and  tbe  survivors  or  survivor  of 
tbem,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common  and 
not  as  joint  tenants,  when  the  youngest  of  such  children 
should  arrive  at  the  age  of  21  years.  Then  she  says 
that  if  Jane  should  not  have  any  children,  or  such  chil- 
dren should  all  die  under  the  age  of  21  and  without  leav- 
ing lawful  issue,  the  aforesaid  moiety  should  go  to  her 
daughter  Eliza^s  children  (save  and  except  her  eldest 
son,  or  him  who,  by  the  death  of  his  elder  brother, 
might  become  so)  and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
and  their,  his  or  her  issue,  at  such  times,  and  in  such 
shares  and  manner,  as  the  other  moiety  of  the  aforesaid 
residue  of  her  estate  and  effects  was  thereinafter  directed 
to  be  paid  and  divided.  Then  she  says  :  "  And,  as  to  the 
other  moiety,  upon  trust  that  my  executors  &c.  shall 
pay  and  divide  the  same  unto  and  amongst  all  and 
every  the  children  of  my  daughter  Eliza,  who  are  now 
in  being,  or  who  shall  hereafter  be  born,  save  and  except 
her  eldest  son  or  such  of  her  sons  as  shall,  by  the  death 
of  an  elder  brother,  become  an  eldest  son."  And  here 
it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  objects  of  this  trust  were 
not  only  the  children  which  i^J/i^ra  might  have  by  Edmund 
Liteset/t  but  also  the  children  she  might  have  by  any 
after-taken  husband  ;  and,  if  all  the  children  she  had 
by  Edmund  Livesey  died  under  the  age  of  21,  then  the 
children  she  might  have  by  her  second  husband  were  to 
be  the  sole  objects  of  the  trust.  So  that  whatever  the 
testatrix  might  have  had  in  her  mind,  in  the  beginning 
of  her  will,  with  respect  to  the  bequest  often  guineas,  it 
is  obvious  that  she  here  took  a  more  extended  view  of 
the  case.  This  moiety  was  to  be  divided  amongst 
Elizd'%  children  when  the  youngest  of  them  should 
arrive  at  the  age  of  21  years.  The  testatrix  then  says  : 
"  Provided  always  nevertheless  that  if  any  of  such  chil- 
dren shall  then  be  dead  leaving  lawful  issue,  such  issue 
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shall  take  the  share  which  his,  her  or  their  parent  would 
have  taken  if  living." 

Now  the  time  when  this  taking  by  substitution  is  to 
take  place  is  sufficiently  pointed  out  to  be  the  death  of  the 
mother  Eliza*.  Then  follows  a  proviso  in  these  words : 
'^  That  if  all  the  children  of  my  said  daughters,  except 
the  eldest  son  of  my  daughter  Eliza,  or  him  who  shall, 
by  the  death  of  his  elder  brother,  become  an  eldest  son, 
shall  die  under  the  age  of  21  years  and  not  leave  any 
issue  living,  then  the  whole  of  the  said  residue  of  my  real 
and  personal  estate  and  effects  to  go  to  the  eldest  son  of 
my  said  daughter  EUza.*'  This  is  in  the  most  general 
form. 

The  testatrix  then  says  :  '^  And  I  do  hereby  declare  it 
to  be  my  will  and  mind  that  in  case  all  the  children  of 
my  daughter  Eliza,  except  one  who  shall  happen  to  be 
a  daughter,  shall  die  under  the  age  of  21  years  and 
without  leaving  lawful  issue,  such  daughter  shall  be 
considered  as  an  eldest  son  of  my  said  daughter  Eliza, 
and  shall  not  take  any  part  of  the  residue  of  my  real  or 
personal  estate  and  effects,  unless  my  said  daughter, 
JanCf  shall  die ''  (and  here  follows  a  most  remarkable 
expression)  '^  without  leaving  any  issue,  and  such  issue 
shall  all  die  under  the  age  of  21  years  "—  a  most  strange 
expression  it  is.  But  here  there  is,  for  no  reason  what- 
ever apparent  on  the  will  (except  a  mere  capricious 
detennination  of  the  testatrix  herself),  an  exception  of 
a  child  who  should  happen  to  be  the  eldest  (only  gu.) 
daughter ;  which  tallies  with  nothing  at  all  that  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  will. 

*  It  is  submitted  that  the  taking  by  substitution  was  to 
take  place,  not  at  the  death  of  the  mother,  but  when  her 
youngest  child  attained  twenty-one. 
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At  the  time  when  the  matter  was  discussed,  I  was 
very  much  struck  with  this  particular  clause;  and  it 
struck  me  so  much  that  I  did  not  choose  to  venture  to 
give  an  opini  n,  without  a  careful  consideration  of  the  in- 
strument. I  have  thought  of  it  repeatedly,  and  have  read 
over  the  instrument  several  times ;  and  it  so  evidently 
consists  of  a  mere  collection  of  capricious  devises,  that 
I  am  not  at  all  sure  what  it  was  the  testatrix  had  in  her 
mind,  or  what  was  her  reason  for  excepting  certain  of 
the  children  of  her  daughter.  The  will  affords  no  clue 
for  discovering  the  motive  which  induced  the  testatrix 
to  except  an  eldest  (only  qu.)  daughter  as  well  as  an 
eldest  son. 


1842. 


LiVESET 

V. 
LiVESST. 


It  seems  to  me  that  the  case  is  distinguishable  from 
all  the  cases  that  were  cited,  in  this  respect,  namely,  that 
it  was  perfectly  uncertain  what  ultimately  would  be  the 
will  of  the  father.  The  will  of  the  grandfather  was 
known  :  but  no  provision  was  thereby  made  for  the 
second  son.  The  will  of  the  father  was,  from  its  own 
nature,  an  instrument  which  might  be  revoked  or  altered. 
And  we  can  hardly  suppose  if,  in  consequence  of  the 
bad  conduct  of  the  second  son  or  for  any  other  good 
reason,  the  father  had  thought  proper  to  give  the  second 
son  no  provision,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  grand- 
mother to  counteract  the  judgment  of  the  father  and 
the  disposition  which  he  had  made  of  his  property  by 
a  second  will. 

In  my  opinion,  this  case  is  more  like  Matthews  v. 
Paul  (d)  than  any  other  case ;  but  it  stands  on  its  own 
foundation ;  and  the  only  safe  way  of  deciding  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  will,  is  to  give  to  the  words,  as  they  stand. 
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their  natural  and  literal  meaning.  It  would  be  acting 
on  a  wild  conjecture,  to  deprive  the  words  of  their  plain 
and  literal  meaning. 

On  these  grounds  my  opinion  is  that  James  Worths 
ington  Livesey  is  not  entitled  to  participate,  with  his 
surviving  brother  and  sister,  in  that  moiety  of  the  tes- 
tatrix's residuary  estate  which  is  directed  to  be  divided 
amongst  the  children  of  the  testatrix's  daughter  E/iza, 
except  her  eldest  son  or  such  of  her  sons  as  should,  by 
the  death  of  an  elder  brother,  become  an  eldest  son*. 

•  James  JV.  Lixesey  appealed,  to  the  Lord  Chancellory 
from  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  llie  appeal  has 
been  argued,  and  now  stands  for  judgment. 
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HALFORD  r.  GILLOW. 

IN  1820  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  then  the  widow  of 
George  Denne,  Esq.,  married  the  Defendant  Halford.  By 
the  settlement  on  their  marriage  Messrs.  Pechham  and 
Snoulten,  the  trustees,  were  directed  to  receive  the  rents 


Bill  by  a  cestui    of  ^^^^''^  ^^^  estates  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to, 
que  trust, 

against  the  assignees  of  the  trustee,  who  had  become  bankrupt,  for 
an  account  and  payment  of  what  was  due  in  respect  of  a  breach 
of  trust  committed  by  the  bankrupt,  and  to  restrain  the  assignees 
from  distributing  his  estate  amongst  his  creditors.  The  Court 
refused  the  injunction ;  because  it  had  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere 
with  the  admmistration  of  a  bankrupt's  estate  at  the  suit  of  a  per- 
son claiming  as  a  general  creditor. 

The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  deal  with 
what  is  admitted  to  be  the  bankrupt's  estate:  but  a  Court  of 
Equity  or  a  Court  of  Law  (as  the  case  may  be)  has  jurisdiction  to 
determine  what  is  or  is  not  the  property  of  the  bankrupt. 
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under  her  former  husband's  will,  during  the  minority  of 
Charlotte  Denne^  her  only  child,  and  to  invest  a  certain 
portion  of  the  rents,  yearly,  in  the  funds,  and  to  accu- 
mulate the  dividends  until  Miss  Denne  should  attain 
21,  and,  out  of  the  surplus  of  the  rents,  to  effect  and 
keep  on  foot  pohcies  of  assurance  to  the  amount  of 
20,000  /.,  on  the  Plaintiff's  life :  and,  on  Miss  Denne 
attaining  21,  the  trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
accumulated  fund  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Halfard  for  her  life, 
for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  and, 
after  her  decease,  for  Mr.  Halfordi  and  they  were  to 
stand  possessed  of  the  monies  to  be  received  under  the 
policies,  in  trust  for  Mr.  Halford. 
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The  trustees,  in  breach  of  their  trust,  permitted  Mr. 
Halford  to  receive  the  rents  and  to  apply  them  to  his 
own  use,  until  1836,  when  Miss  Denne  attained  21. 
Mr.  Halford,  however,  effected  the  policies  of  insur- 
ance, but  in  his  own  name ;  and,  in  1827,  he  assigned 
them  to  the  trustees,  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to 
indemnify  themselves  against  the  consequences  of  their 
breach  of  trust,  and,  in  the  next  place,  to  make  good 
the  investment  and  accumulation  directed  by  the  settle- 
ment, and,  lastly,  in  trust  for  Mr.  Halford,  his  execu- 
tors &c.  In  February  1834,  the  Defendant  Peckham, 
one  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  retired  from 
the  trusts,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Halford,  in  pursuance  of 
a  power  in  the  settlement,  appointed  the  Defendant, 
Jenkins,  a  trustee  in  his  place. 


Mr.  Halford  carried  on  the  banking  business  in  co- 
partnership with  Mr.  Snoulten  and  others;  and,  in 
October  1841,  the  firm  became  bankrupt.  The  trus- 
tees had  claimed  to  prove,  as  separate  creditors  of  Mr. 
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Halfordtthe  sum  which  they  computed  the  fund  directed 
to  be  accumulated  would  have  amounted  to,  if  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement  had  been  duly  performed ;  but  the 
Commissioners  reiused  to  allow  more  than  a  claim  to  be 
entered  in  respect  of  it. 


The  bill,  which  was  filed  against  the  assignees,  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement,  and  Mr.  Halford,  alleged 
that  all  the  separate  creditors  of  Mr.  SnouUen  who  had 
proved  their  debts,  bad  been  paid,  in  full,  out  of  his 
separate  estate,  and  that  the  assignees  threatened  to 
apply  the  surplus  of  his  separate  estate  (which  was  very 
large)  in  payment  of  the  joint-debts  of  the  bankrupts. 
The  prayer  sought  to  charge  the  trustees  for  their 
breach  of  trust;  to  have  the  policies  sold  and  the 
proceeds  applied,  as  far  as  they  would  extend,  in 
making  good  what  the  Master  should  find  the  invest- 
ment and  accumulation  directed  by  the  settlement, 
would  have  amounted  to  if  the  same  had  been  duly 
made ;  that  the  trustees,  or  one  of  them,  might  be  or- 
dered to  prove  the  deficiency  against  Snoulien*s  sepa- 
rate estate ;  that,  if  the  trustees  should  estabUsh  their 
claim  against  HalfordC%  separate  estate,  they  might  be 
ordered  to  pay  the  dividends  which  they  should  receive 
fix>m  it,  into  Court,  in  order  that  the  same  might  be 
applied  towards  making  good  the  amount  to  be  found 
by  the  Master  as  before  mentioned ;  that  they  might  be 
ordered  to  dispose,  in  like  manner,  of  the  dividends 
which  they  should  receive  from  Snoulten^s  separate 
estate ;  and  that  the  assignees  might  be  restrained  from 
taking  any  proceeding  in  the  bankruptcy  or  otherwise, 
in  order  to  the  making  or  declaring  of  any  further  divi- 
dend of  SnouUen's  separate  estate,  and  from  paying, 
distributing  or  parting  with  such  separate  estate  or  any 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


47 


part  thereof^  to  or  among  any  of  the  creditors  who  had 
proved  or  should  prove  debts  under  the  bankruptcy,  or 
otherwise. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Lloyd  now  moved  for  the 
injunction  :  they  said  that  it  could  not  be  disputed  that 
the  trustees  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Halford!%  marriage  settle- 
ment, had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust ;  and  that 
the  only  question  was  whether  a  Court  of  Equity  had 
jurisdiction  to  grant  the  relief  sought  by  Mrs.  Ralford^ 
the  cesivi  que  trust,  or  whether  she  must  apply  to  the 
Court  of  Review ;  that,  in  Thompson  v.  Derham  (a)  this 
Court  refused  to  assist  the  Plaintiff  (who  sought  relief 
in  respect  of  a  breach  of  trust  which  had  been  com- 
mitted by  bankrupts),  not  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
jurisdiction ;  but  because  the  Plaintiff  had  applied  to 
the  Court  of  Review  and  had  failed  there :  but,  in  the 
present  case,  the  Plaintiff  had  made  no  application,  to 
the  Court  of  Review,  with  respect  to  SnoulterCs  separate 
estate :  that  she  had  no  power  to  compel  the  trustees 
to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Review ;  and,  moreover,  they 
were  not  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws ;  and,  therefore, 
the  Commissioners  acting  under  the  fiat,  could  not 
compel  them  to  sell  the  policies  of  insurance :  that,  as 
a  breach  of  trust  had  been  committed,  this  Court  clearly 
had  jurisdiction;  and  it  was  a  principle  of  the  Court, 
not  to  compel  a  Plaintiff  to  split  his  demands  :  that  the 
relief  asked,  could  not  be  granted,  nor  could  the  equi- 
ties of  the  different  parties,  be  worked  out,  except  in 
this  Court:  that  the  amount  to  be  proved,  against 
Snoulien's  separate  estate,  on  account  of  the  breach  of 
trust,  could  not  be  ascertained  until  this  suit  was  wound 
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up ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  the  Court  would  interfere  to 
prevent  his  estate  from  being  distributed  amongst  the 
joint  creditors  of  the  bankrupts,  until  the  amount  to  be 
proved,  had  been  asceitained.  Glascott  v.  Lou^g  (i), 
Bromley  v.  Goodere  (c),  Hankey  v.  Garret  (rf),  Treves 
V.  Towmhend  (e),  Anon.  (/),  Clarke  v.  Capron  {g),  Ex 
parte  Garland  (A),  Atkinson  v.  Plummer{i). 


Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Ellison,  for  the  assignees  of 
Halford ii  Co.,  said  that  a  Court  of  Equity  had  no  juris- 
diction in  the  present  case ;  but  that  either  Mrs.  Hal- 
ford  or  Mr.  Jenkins,  the  solvent  trustee,  must  apply,  to 
the  Commissioners,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  their  de- 
mand, and,  in  the  meantime,  to  have  a  claim,  in  respect 
of  it,  entered  on  the  proceedings  in  the  bankruptcy ; 
1  Cooke  Bank.  Laws,  266;  and  that,  if  the  Commis- 
sioners refused  the  application,  the  only  course  was  to 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Review :  that  the  Court  of  Review 
might,  perhaps,  order  a  bill  to  be  filed  to  establish  the 
claim ;  but  there  was  no  case  in  which  this  Court  had 
interfered  in  the  first  instance :  that  the  Commissioners 
declared  the  dividends  of  a  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
ordered  the  assignees  to  pay  them ;  and  there  was  no 
case  in  which  this  Court  had  restrained  assignees  from 
doing  that  which  the  Commissioners  had  ordered  them 
to  do :  Saxton  v.  Davis  (A),  Ex  parte  Lowe  (/),  Ex  parte 
Keys  (m),  Ex  parte  Stubbs  (w).  Ex  parte  King  (o). 


(«)  3Myl.^Cr.  451. 

(c)  I  Atk.  75. 

(d)  1  Ves.jun.  236. 

(e)  1  Bro.  C.C.  384. 
(/)  3  Atk.  350. 
{g)  2  Ves.  jun.  666. 
(A)  10  Ves.  110. 


(i)   Eden   on    Injunctions, 
299.     See  post,  p.  50. 
(Jc)  I  Rose,  79. 
{I)  1  De-ac.  &  Chitty,  30. 
(m)  1  Mont.  &  Ayr.  22C. 
(w)  3  Deac.  549* 
(o)  11  Ves.  417. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor: 
In  my  opinion  the  PiaintiflT  has  no  interest  whatever 
in  the  policies  of  insurance^  unless  she  can  eflPect  an 
equity  through  the  medium  of  the  indemnity  deed.  Of 
course  I  am  not  now  going  to  decide  whether  she  has 
any  interest  or  not ;  but,  unless  she  can  work  it  out  by 
means  of  an  equity  founded  on  the  indemnity  deed,  she 
has  not  any  interest  whatever  in  the  policies :  for  she 
certainly^  has  no  interest  in  them  under  the  settlement 
in  pursuance  of  which  they  were  effected. 

With  respect  to  the  fund  which  was  to  be  formed  by 
investing  a  portion  of  the  rents  in  the  funds  and  accu- 
mulating the  dividends,  she  unquestionably  has  an  inte- 
rest ;  and  I  think  that  she  may  sustain  a  bill,  in  some 
respects,  against  the  assignees.  But  the  question  is, 
whether,  in  a  suit  constituted  as  this  is,  I  can  interfere, 
by  injunction,  to  prevent  the  assignees  from  making  a 
dividend. 

It  is  observable  that  the  Plaintiff's  only  claim  against 
the  surplus  of  the  separate  estate  of  Snouhen,  is  the 
general  claim  of  a  creditor.  Slie  does  not  claim  any 
specific  portion  of  that  estate  as  being  her  property: 
and  my  opinion  is  that  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction, 
timpKciter,  to  restrain  assignees  from  making  a  dividend 
of  that  which  is  admitted  to  be  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt. In  making  the  dividend,  the  assignees  act  as 
officers  of  the  Court  in  Bankruptcy ;  which  has  lawful 
authority  to  declare  the  amount  of  the  dividend,  and 
when  it  shall  be  made. 
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If  (he  question  had  been  whether  any  assets,  any  per- 
sonal estate,  or  any  other  species  of  property  which  was 
in  the  hands  of  the  assignees  as  part  of  Snoulien's  sepa- 
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rate  estate,  was,  in  (act,  the  property  of  the  PlaintiflF, 
this  Court,  I  apprehend^  would  decide  the  question; 
because  the  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy  has  authority  to 
deal  only  with  that  which  is  the  bankrupt's  estate ;  but 
has  no  ])ower  to  determine  what  is  the  bankrupt's 
estate.  If  the  question  be  a  legal  one,  it  must  be  tried 
at  law ;  and  if  it  be  an  equitable  one,  it  must  be  decided 
in  this  Court.  But  when  you  have  determined  what  is 
the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  the  whole  administration 
of  it  falls  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  Bank- 
ruptcy. 


None  of  the  cases  which  were  cited  in  support  of  the 
motion,  show  that  this  Court  has  ever  interfered  to  pre- 
vent the  assignees  from  making  a  dividend  of  that  which 
is,  unquestionably,  the  bankrupt's  estate;  and,  there- 
fore, I  shall  refuse  the  motion ;  but  as  the  case  cited 
from  Mr.  Eden^s  Treatise  on  Injunctions,  may  have 
induced  the  Plaintiff  to  make  the  motion,  I  shall  refuse 
it  without  costs. 


In  Atkinson  v.  Plunmier,  the  Plaintiffs  claimed  to 
have  an  interest  in  two  fVest  India  estates  belonging  to 
the  bankrupts,  under  a  conveyance  made,  many  years 
before  the  bankruptcy,  to  persons  whom  the  Plaintiffs 
represented;  which  conveyance,  though  made  to  the 
Plaintiffs  without  any  trust  being  declared,  had  been 
agreed  to  be  made  to  them,  in  trust  to  sell  and  to 
reimburse  themselves,  out  of  the  proceeds,  the  sums 
which  they  had  expended  and  should  expend  or  advance 
on  account  of  the  estates.  The  bill  alleged  that  the 
assignees  had  advertised  a  meeting  of  creditors,  in  order 
to  declare  a  dividend  of  the  joint  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupts :  that,  if  tl  e  dividends  should  be  made  before  ilie 
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amount  of  the  balance  was  ascertained,  the  Plaintiffs 
would  lose  what  was  due  to  them,  inasmuch  as  the 
estates  in  question  were  the  principal  fund  from  whence 
the  assignees  could  make  a  dividend ;  and  the  Plaintiffs 
were  advised  that  the  proceeds  of  those  estates  were 
primarily  liable  to  pay  the  debts  due,  in  respect  of  the 
estates,  to  the  persons  whom  the  Plaintiffs  represented. 
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The  order  made  on  the  motion  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  assignees  from  making  the  proposed  divi- 
dend until  the  amount  of  the  balance  due  to  the 
Defendants  had  been  ascertained,  was  as  follows :  ^'  His 
Lordship  doth  order  that  the  Defendants  (the  assignees) 
be  at  liberty  to  make  the  present  dividend  of  one  shilling 
iu  the  pound  under  the  commission  of  bankruptcy,  of 
the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  bankrupts ;  but  this  is 
to  be  ¥rithout  prejudice.  And  it  is  ordered  that  the 
said  Defendants  be  restrained  from  making  any  future 
dividend  of  die  produce  of  the  Saxham  and  Caldwell 
estates  (the  estates  in  question)  under  the  said  commis* 
sion,  without  the  leave  of  this  Court." 

Reg.  Lib.  A.  1810,  fol.  1466. 
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1842:  MINTER  r.  WRAITH. 

13th  July. 


WilL  Robert  wraith,  being  seised    of  gavelkind 

CoMMinuium.  lands,  made  his  will,  dated  the  ISth  of  November  1808, 

**^^*'  „  in  the  foliowing  words :  **  First,  I  give,  devise  and  be- 

*^  luucJ'   '  queath   unto  my  two  brothers,    WilUam    Wraith  and 

Samuel  Wraith,  and  my  friend  John  Zachariah  Plum^ 

rected  hit  tnis-  "'^»  ^^  heirs,  execntors  and  administrators,  all  and 

tees  to  seU  his  every  my  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments 

real  and  per-       ^^  ^^  estate  whatsoever,  and  also  all  my  household 

sonal  estate, 

and  to  pay  the    fomiture,  monies,  securities  for  money,  goods,  chattels 

interest  of  the  and  personal  estate,  upon  trust  that  they,  the  said 
d^S^  fo'*^  HttfiflTO  Wraith,  Samuel  WraUh  and  J.  Z.  Phmmer, 
life,  and,  after     shall  and  do,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my 

her  death,  to  decease,  sell,  dispose  of  and  convert  into  money  my 
asftign  the  prm-       . ,         .        ,  ,       .  .  ^       ^ 

cip^andtbe  ^^^  ^^  ^^  personal  estate,  or  such  part  or  parts 
paru  of  hi«  real  thereof  as  they  may  think  proper ;  and,  with  the  monies 
ettate^rem^n-  ^^ing  from  such  sale  or  sales,  or  otherwise  out  of  my 
mg  unsold  (if      personal  estate,  I  do  hereby  direct  my  said  trustees,  in 

any)  to  her  ^j^^  g^^  place,  to  pay  off  and  discharge  all  just  debts 

children,  when       ,  ,.        -.  ..  ^         , 

they  should         ^"^  ^"^  owing  from  me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  my 

attain  21 ;  and,  funeral  expenses  and  the  charges  and  expenses  of  proving 

if  bis  daughter 

should  die  without  leaving  iswet  or  leaving  issue,  all  of  them 

should  die  under  21  and  without  issue,  then  to  assign  the  proceeds 

and  the  parts  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  remaining  unsold  (if 

any)  to  his  personal  represeniaiives,  his,  her  or  their  heirs,  e.\e- 

cutors,  administrators  and  assigns.     The  daughter,  who  was  the 

testator's  next  of  kin  at  his  death,   died  without  having  had  a 

child.     Held  that,  by  '*  issue,"  the  tesUtor  meant,  <<  children ;" 

and  that  the  persons  who  were  his  next  of  kin  at  his  daughter's 

death,  were  entitled  under  the  ultimate  trust. 

Remoteness. — Executory  limitation. 
If  a  limitation  is  made  dependent  on  the  happening  of  either  of 
two  events,  one  of  which  is  too  remote,  but  the  other  is  not;   it 
will  take  effect  if  the  latter  event  happens. 
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this  my  will;  and,  after  payment  thereof,  I  do  hereby  184a. 

direct  my  said  trustees  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  residue 
of  such  monies,  together  with  any  other  monies  coming 
to  them  by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  in  the  purchase  of        w  ^  t 
stock    in   some  or  one  of  the   public   funds   of  this 
kingdom,  in  their  or  his  names  or  name ;  and  upon 
trust  that  they,  my  said  trustees,  shall  and  do  stand 
possessed  of  such  monies  and  the  stocks  and  funds  in 
which  the  same  may  be  invested,  together  with  sucli 
part  or  parts  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estates  as 
shall  remain  unsold,  if  any,  in  trust  to  pay  unto  or  per- 
mit and  suffer  my  dear  wife,  Jane,  and  her  assigns,  to 
receive  and  take  all  the  interest  and  dividends  and  pro- 
fits thereof,  as  the  same  shall  become  due  and  payable, 
for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and,  from 
and  immediately  after  her  decease,  in  trust  to  permit 
and  suffer  my  daughter,  Sarah,  to  receive  and  take  all 
the  interest  and  profits  of  one  full  moiety  or  equal  half 
part  of  and  in  the  said  monies,  stocks  and  funds,  and  of 
and  in  the  said  part  or  parts  of  my  said  real  and  per- 
sonal estates  remaining  unsold,  if  any,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life,  free  from  the  control  and 
iotermeddling  of  any  husband  with  whom  she  may  hap- 
pen to  marry;  and,  from  and  after  her  decease,  to  pay 
and  divide  the  same  unto  and  among  all  and  every  her 
child  and  children,  share  and  share  alike  if  more  than 
one,  when  and  as  he,  she,  or  they  shall  attain  the  age 
of  21  years,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  annual  produce 
thereof,  in  the  meantime,  for  their  maintenance,  educa- 
tion and  bringing  up :  and  in  case  my  said  daughter 
shall  happen  to  die  without  issue,  or  leaving  isstie,  all  of 
them  shall  die  under  the  age  of  21  years  and  without 
issue,  then,  in  trust  to  convey  and  assign  such  moiety 
onto  my  personal  representatives,  his,  her  or  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrator  and  assigns :  And,  as  to  the 
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other  one  full  moiety  or  equal  half  part  of  and  in  the 
said  monies,  stocks  and  funds,  and  of  and  in  the  said 
part  or  parts  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estates  re- 
maining unsold,  if  any,  in  trust  to  pay  unto  or  permit 
and  suffer  my  daughter,  Jane,  the  wifeof  Jo«aA  Robert 
White,  to  receive  and  take  all  the  interest,  dividends  and 
profits  thereof,  as  the  same  may  become  due  and  pay- 
able, for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  whose 
receipt  alone,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  shall  be  a 
good  and  sufficient  discharge  to  my  said  trustees  for  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof,  and  that  free  from  the  con- 
trol, debts  and  intermeddlings  of  her  present  or  any 
future  husband;  and,  from  and  immediately  after  her 
decease,  in  trust,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 
Josiah  Robert  White,  for  his  life ;  and,  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor,  in  trust  that  my  said  trustees  shall  and 
do  pay,  assign,  transfer  and  convey  the  said  last-men- 
tioned moiety  or  half  part  of  and  in  the  said  monies, 
stocks  and  fiinds,  and  of  and  in  the  said  part  or  parts 
of  my  said  real  or  personal  estates  remaining  unsold,  if 
any,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  her  my  said  daughter,  Jane,  share  and  share 
alike  if  more  than  one,  when  and  as  he,  she,  or  they  shall 
respectively  attain  the  age  of  21  years,  and  to  pay  and 
apply  and  dispose  of  the  interest,  dividends  and  pro- 
duce thereof,  in  the  meantime,  for  and  towards  their 
respective  maintenance  and  education  and  bringing  up : 
and,  in  case  my  said  daughter  shall  happen  to  die  with- 
out leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten,  or,  leaving  issue,  all 
of  them  shall  happen  to  die  under  the  age  of  21  years 
and  without  issue,  then  in  trust  to  pay,  assign,  transfer 
and  convey  the  said  last-mentioned  moiety  or  half  part 
of  ^d  in  the  said  monies,  stocks  and  funds,  and  of  and 
in  the  said  part  or  parts  of  my  said  real  and  personal 
es^tates  remaining  unsold,  if  any,  unto  my  personal  repre- 
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tentaiives,  his,  her  or  their  heirs^  executors,  adminis- 
trators and  assigns.  Provided,  and  I  do  hereby  declare 
my  will  and  mind  to  be  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful, 
to  and  for  my  said  trustees,  to  retain  and  keep,  in  their 
hands  or  possession,  the  part  and  share  of  and  in  the 
said  monies,  stocks  and  funds,  and  of  and  in  the  said 
part  or  parts  of  my  said  real  or  personal  estates  remain- 
ing unsold,  if  any,  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  assigned 
and  conveyed  unto  my  said  daughter,  Sarah,  during  so 
long  time  as  she,  my  said  daughter,  shall  continue  to 
labour  under  her  present  affliction,  or  so  long  as  they 
shall,  in  their  discretion,  think  fit  and  proper,  paying 
and  applying  the  interest,  dividends  and  profits  thereof 
as  the  same  shall  become  due  and  payable,  in  the  mean- 
time, to  and  for  her  use  and  benefit.  Provided  always 
and  I  do  hereby  expressly  declare  my  will  and  mind  to 
be  that,  in  the  event  of  either  of  my  daughters  dying 
before  the  other  without  having  children,  the  surviving 
daughter  shall  hold  and  enjoy  my  deceased  daughter's 
share  in  my  real  and  personal  estate,  in  such  and  the 
same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  uses  and  trusts 
as  are  hereinbefore  mentioned  concerning  such  daugh- 
ter's own  moiety  of  and  in  my  said  real  and  personal 
estates.  And  I  do  hereby  appoint  the  said  William 
Wraith,  Samuel  Wraith  and  John  Zachariah  Plummer, 
executors  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament." 


184^. 
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The  testator  died  on  the  9th  of  April  1811,  leaving  all 
the  persons  named  in  his  will,  him  surviving. 


Sarah  Wraith,  one  of  the  testator's  daughters,  died 
intestate  and  unmarried  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's 
widow.  The  widow  died  in  May  1835.  Jane  White, 
the  testator's  other  daughter,  survived  her  husband, 
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Josiah  Robert  White,  and  died  in   December  1836, 
without  ever  having  had  a  child. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  24th  of  October  1836,  she 
gave  all  such  part,  share,  right  and  interest  as  she  then 
had  or  might  thereafter  have  of  and  in  her  late  fiather's 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  all  other  her  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  to  her  nephews,  the  Defendants  William 
Wraith,  John  Wraith  and  Samuel  Wraith,  who  were  the 
sons  of  the  testator's  eldest  brother  Samuel,  absolutely 
as  tenants  in  common. 

William  Wraith,  one  of  the  testator's  brothers,  died 
without  leaving  issue.  Samuel  Wraith,  the  testator's 
other  brother,  died  in  1834,  having  survived  J.  Z.  Plum- 
mer  as  well  as  his  brother  William,  and  having  ap- 
pointed his  two  sons  John  and  William  (who,  together 
with  their  brother  Samuel,  were  his  coheirs  in  gavel- 
kind and  also  the  coheirs  in  gavelkind  of  the  testator) 
his  executors. 

Mary,  the  wife  of  William  Minter,  was  the  testator's 
only  sister ;  she  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  leaving 
the  Plaintiff,  her  son,  the  only  issue  of  her  body. 

The  bill  alleged  that,  in  those  clauses  of  the  testator's 
will,  in  which  he  directed  his  trustees,  in  certain  events 
which  had  happened,  to  convey  and  assign  the  two 
moieties  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  unto  his  per- 
sonal representatives,  his,  her  or  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  the  testator,  by  the  expres- 
sion :  **  my  personal  representatives,"  meant  his  next  of 
kin,  and  such  only  of  them  as  should  be  living  at  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  his  two  daughters  without 
issue;  and  that  the  Defendants  and  the  Plaintiff  were 
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the  only  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  who  were  living  at 
the  death  of  Jane  White,  and  that,  as  such,  they  became 
entitled,  upon  her  death,  to  have  the  whole  of  the  testa- 
tor's real  and  personal  estate  conveyed  to  them,  their 
heirs,  executors,  &c.  according  to  the  directions  of  the 
will :  but  that  the  Defendants  alleged  that  the  testator, 
by  the  expression  before  mentioned,  meant  his  next  of 
kin  living  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  that,  in  the 
events  which  had  happened,  Jane  White  became  abso- 
lutely entitled,  under  the  will  of  the  testator,  to  the 
whole  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  and  had  full 
power  to  dispose  thereof  at  the  time  of  making  her 
will. 
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The  bill  prayed  that  the  testator's  will  might  be 
established  and  the  trusts  of  it  performed  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court ;  and  that  the  rights  and  interests 
of  all  persons  under  it,  might  be  declared  ;  and,  more 
particularly,  that  it  might  be  declared  that,  according 
to  the  right  construction  of  the  will,  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  testator  living  at  the  death  of  Jaiie  White  without 
issue,  became,  upon  her  death,  entitled,  in  the  events 
which  had^ happened,  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  testator,  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  as  one  of  such  next 
of  kin,  was  entitled  to  a  share  thereof. 

The  Defendants  put  in  a  general  demurrer. 


Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  contended,  first,  that  the  testator,  by  the 
words :  **my  personal  representatives,"  meant  his  next 
of  kin ;  and  that  there  was  nothing,  in  his  will,  which 
showed  that  he  meant  his  next  of  kin  at  any  time  sub- 
sequent to  his  death ;  and,  consequently  that,  if  the 
tmsts  on  which  the  question  arose  were  valid,  Sarah 
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Wraith  and  Jane  White,  notwithstanding  they  were  the 
parties  on  whose  deaths  without  issue  those  trusts  were 
to  take  efTecty  and  notwithstanding  they  were  the  ob- 
jects of  the  prior  trusts,  became  entitled,  in  the  events 
that  had  happened,  to  one  moiety  each,  of  the  trust 
property,  and  that,  on  SartJi  Wraith  dying  intestate  and 
unmarried,  Jane  Whitey  as  her  next  of  kin,  became  enti- 
tled to  her  moiety  of  the  trust  property  ♦.  Holloway  v. 
Holloway  (a)  \  Doe  v.  Lawson  (6) ;  Elmsley  v.  Young  (c); 
Bird  V.  Wood  {d) ;  Pearce  v.  Vincent  (e) ;  Rayner  v. 
Mowbray  (/);  Masters  v.  Hooper  (y);  1  Powell  on 
Devises,  Jarman's  edition,  283  note :  that,  if  the  expres- 
sion," my  personal  representatives,"  meant,  **  ray  execu- 
tors," then  the  Plaintifl*  was  not  one  of  the  objects  of  the 
trusts,  for  he  was  not  one  of  the  testator's  executors. 


Secondly,  they  contended  that  the  trusts  in  question 
were  void  for  remoteness,  as  they  were  to  take  effect 
after  a  general  failure  of  issue ;  and  that,  if  the  word 
"issue,"  where  it  first  occurred,  meant  *•  children,** 
that  limited  meaning  could  not  be  given  to  it  where 
it  subsequently  occurred. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Ellison,  in  support  of  the  bill, 
said  that  the  trusts  under  consideration  were,  in  their 
very  terms,  future,  prospective  trusts  :  that  they  were 
to  take  effect  when  the  immediate  objects  of  the  testa- 
tor's bounty  should  have  ceased  to  exist,  that  is  to  say, 

*  It  did  not  appear  that  any  one  had  taken  out  adminis- 
tration to  Sarah  Wraith, 


(a)  5  Ves.  399. 
(6)  3  East,  278. 
{c)  2  Myl.  &   Keen,   8a. 
See  the  judgment,  p.  88. 


(d)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  400. 
(f)  2  Keen,  230. 
(/)  3Bro.  C.C.  234. 
{g)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  207. 
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when  his  wife  should  be  dead  and  both  his  daughters  18412. 

should  have  died  without  issue;  and,  as  the  testator  ' 

had  directed  his  trustees  then,  that  is,  on  the  happening  Minteb 
of  those  future  and  uncertain  events,  to  transfer  the 

Vt   tlAITHa 

trust  property  to  his  personal  representative^^  that  is,  his 
next  of  kin«  he  must  have  meant,  by  those  words,  the 
persons  who  should  answer  the  description  of  his  next 
of  kin,  at  the  time  when  those  future  and  contingent 
events  should  happen ;  and  that  it  was  absurd  to  sup- 
pose that  the  testator  could  have  meant  that  his  trustees 
should  transfer  the  property  to  his  daughters,  when 
they  should  be  dead  without  issue. 

They  relied  on  Clapton  v.  Bulmer  (h),  as  being  pre- 
cisely in  point ;  and  cited  Marsh  v.  Marsh  (i),  Jo?ies  v. 
Colbeck  (A),  Brydtn  v.  Hewlett  (/),  hong  v.  Blackall  (m), 
Butler  v.  BiwAn^// (/i).— [The  Vice-chancellor  i  The 
trust  is :  **  to  convey  and  assign  unto  my  personal  repre- 
sentatives, his  J  her,  or  their  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns."  How  can  the  word  ^'  his,''  ^pply  ^^ 
the  testator's  daughters  ?] 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Ellison  were  proceeding  to  argue 
the  question  of  remoteness ;  but  were  stopped  by  his 
Honor ^  who  said  that  he  was  satisfied  that  the  testator, 
by  the  word,  **  issue,"  meant"  children," 

Mr.  G.  Richards,  in  reply,  said  that  the  testator  had 
used  the  word,  *'  his,"  because,  when  he  made  his  will, 
he  could  not  tell  who  would  be  his  next  of  kin  at  his 
death :  that  they  might  have  been  his  grandsons,  or 
even  he  might  have  had  sons.     He  relied  on  Uolloway 

{jk)  10  Sim.  426.  (J)  a  Myl.  &  Keen,  90. 

(I)  I  Bro.  C.  C.  293.  (m)  3  Ves.  486. 

(k)  8  Ves.  38.  (n)  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  232. 
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1842.  V.  HoUowat/f  and  read  the  observations  on  Jones  v.  Col-' 

beck  in  Mr.  Jarman^s  edition  of  Powell  on  Devises, 
pp.  285,  286,  note. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

The  real  question  in  this  case,  is  whether  the  words 
which  give  over  the  residue,  entirely,  in  a  given  event, 
are  to  be  taken  as  referring  to  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death  or  not.    That  is  the  sole  point  in  the  case :  be- 
cause, as  I  have  already  said,  it  appears  to  be  plain, 
taking  the   whole  words  of  the  will  together,  that 
the  word,  ^' issue,"  means  children. — [Mr.  Richards: 
Does  your    Honor  think  that   it  has   that  meaning, 
where  it  lastly  occurs  ?] — ^The  Vice-chancellor :  I  think 
so»  because  the  testator  says :  *^  In  case  my  daughter 
shall  happen  to  die  without  issue :"  First  of  all  he  limits 
the  property  to  her  for  life,  and  then  to  her  children, 
^'  when  and  as  he,  she  or  they  shall  attain  the  age  of 
21  years.    And,  in  case  my  said  daughter  shall  happen 
to  die  without  issue*,  then  in  trust  to  convey."     Now 
he  had  before  limited  the  property  to  the  children  of 
the  daughter  after  the  death  of  their  mother.     Then  he 
takes  up  the  event  that  the  daughter  might  happen  to 
die,  as  he  says,  without  issue.     But  it  is  plain  that  he 
did  not  mean  without  issue  generally ;  because  he  goes 
on  to  say :  ^^  or,  leaving  issue,  all  of  them  shall  die  under 
the  age  of  21  years ;"  which  contingency  would  be  in- 
cluded in  the  prior  one.     If  they  all  failed,  there  would 
be  an  end  of  the  matter.    Therefore,  the  words :  "  with- 
out issue/'  must  mean  without  issue  living  at  the  death 
of  the  daughter.     He  had  been  speaking  before  of  chil- 

•  The  trust  to  convey,  was  to  take  effect  not  only  in  case 
the  daughter  should  die  without  issue,  but  also  in  case  she 
should  leave  issue  and  all  of  them  should  die  under  21  and 
without  issue.    See  post. 
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dreD ;  and  then  he  says :  ''  or  leaving  issue,  all  of  them 
Bhall  die  under  the  age  of  21  years ;"  a  very  strange 
expression  to  be  applied  to  issue  indefinitely.  That  all 
the  issue  of  an  mdividual  should  die  under  the  age  of 
21  years,  appears  to  me  to  be  a  thing  almost  impossible 
to  have  entered  into  the  mind  of  the  testator,  or  indeed 
of  any  man.  Nobody  could  contemplate  so  strange  a 
contingency.  Then,  at  the  end  of  the  will,  he  says  :  "  I 
hereby  express  and  declare  my  will  and  mind  to  be  that, 
in  the  event  of  either  of  my  daughters  dying  before  the 
other  witlumt  leaving  children^  the  surviving  daughter 
shall  hold  and  enjoy  my  deceased  daughter's  share." 
Therefore  it  appears  to  me,  that,  taking  the  whole  of  the 
will  together,  the  true  meaning  of  the  word  '*  issue," 
must  be  taken  to  be  ''  children." 


1843. 


MiNTSR 

Wraith. 


Then,  having  removed  that  difficulty,  we  find  that 
the  testator  has  devised  to  three  persons,  their  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators,  all  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  in  trust  to  sell :  so  that  there  is  no  question  but 
that  they  took  absolutely  the  legal  estate  of  inherit- 
ance. Then  he  directs  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed 
of  the  monies  to  be  produced  by  the  sale,  on  trust  to 
pay  the  interest  thereof  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and, 
after  her  death,  to  permit  his  daughter,  Sarahs  to 
receive  the  interest  of  one  moiety  of  those  monies,  for 
her  life,  for  her  separate  use ;  and  after  her  decease, 
in  trust  to  divide  the  capital  amongst  her  children  as 
they  attain  twenty-one;  and  in  case  his  daughter 
should  happen  to  die  without  issue,  or  leaving  issue  all 
of  them  should  die  under  the  age  of  21  years  and  with- 
out issue,  then  in  trust  to  convey  and  assign  such  moiety 
to  his  personal  representatives,  his,  her  or  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns. 


(it  CASES   IN    CHANCERV.. 

1 84a.  Now,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  mentioned,  I  am 

of  opinion  that  the  words :  "  shall  happai  to  die  with- 
MiNTER  out  issue,"  mast  mean:  "shall  happen  to  die  without 
«r     '  leaving  children  living  at  her  death."    And  it  has  been 

decided,  in  Longhead  v.  Phelps  (0),  that  where  there  is 
a  limitation  to  take  effect  in  two  events,  one  of  which 
is  too  remote  and  the  other  is  within  the  limits  and  does 
take  effect,  the  limitation  over  is  good. 

Then  the  testator  says :  '^  Then  in  trust  to  convey 
and  assign  such  moiety  unto  my  personal  representa- 
lives,  his,  her  or  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns :''  and  there  is  a  limitation,  not  exactly  in 
the  same  words  but  very  nearly  in  the  same  words,  as 
to  the  moiety  given  to  the  daughter  Jane.  With  respect 
to  that  moiety,  the  words  are :  "  in  trust  to  pay,  assign, 
transfer  and  convey  the  said  last-mentioned  moiety  or 
half  part  of  and  in  the  said  monies,  stocks  and  funds, 
and  of  and  in  the  said  part  or  parts  of  my  said  real  and 
personal  estates  remaining  unsold  (if  any)  unto  my  per- 
sonal representatives,  his,  her  or  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns."  I  must  take  the  two 
clauses  together;  for  one  moiety  is  to  be  conveyed  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  other.  Now  here  the  testator 
considers  it  as  doubtful  whether  any  of  his  property 
would  remain  unsold  or  not.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that 
he  is  looking  to  an  event  which  would  be  posterior  to 
his  own  death.  The  expression  is :  "  in  trust  to  pay, 
assign,  transfer  and  convey."  All  the  previous  terms 
are  affected  by  grafting  the  direction  in  trust  to  pay,  00 
the  original  devise,  which  had  vested  everything  real 
and  personal  in  the  trustees  :  but  here  the  direction  is 

(o)  2  Sir  W.  Biackstone,  704. 
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one  by  means  of  which  the  trustees  are  altogether  to  1 842. 

denude  themselves  of  trust;   which  is   making  them 
assume  a  very  different  situation  from  that  which  they 


MiNTER 

V. 


ware  to  stand  in  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  Wraith 

Then  the  persons  to  whom  the  property  is  to  be  con- 
veyed are  described  in  a  manner  which  is  quite  incon- 
sistent with  any  notion,  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  that 
bis  two  daughters  would  be  those  persons.  It  is  ad- 
mitted, on  both  sides,  that  the  words:  *^  personal  repre- 
sentatives" must  be  held  to  mean:  ^  next  of  kin." 
Nowy  at  the  time  the  testator  made  his  will,  he  clearly 
contemplated  that  his  daughters  would  survive  him, 
and  they  would  be  his  next  of  kin ;  and  yet  we  find 
that  the  property  is  to  be  conveyed  to  his  next  of  kin, 
hisy  her  or  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns.  Therefore  the  testator  contemplated  that  the 
person  or  persons  to  take^  might  either  be  one  male,  one 
female,  several  males,  several  females,  or  several  males 
and  females :  and  that  fivefold  description  is  not  appli- 
cable to  the  two  daughters. 

Then  there  is  this  further  fact.  The  testator  has  di- 
rected, by  his  will :  *'  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
trastees  to  retain  and  keep,  in  their  hands,  the  part  and 
share  of  and  in  the  said  monies,  stocks  and  funds,  and 
of  and  in  the  said  part  or  parts  of  my  said  real  or  per- 
sonal estates  remaining  unsold  (if  any)  hereinbefore  di- 
rected to  be  assigned  and  conveyed  unto  my  said 
daughter  Sarah,  during  so  long  time  as  she,  my  said 
daughter,  shall  continue  to  labour  under  her  present 
affliction :"  which  is  a  direction  that  is  applicable  to  that 
moiety  of  the  property  which  is  originally  devised  in 
trust  for  SaraK     But  there  is  no  direction  as  to  what 
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1843.  shall  be  done  with  respect  to  the  whole  of  the  property, 

*       ^^        '      in  case  Sarah  should  become  entitled  to  have  the  whole 

M INTER        conveyed  to  her;   in  which  case  the  trustees  would 

Wraith         denude  themselves  of  the  trust-property  altogether.  And 

it  rather  seems  to  me  to  be  a  circumstance  which  tends 

to  show  that  the  testator  did  not  contemplate  that  one 

of  the  persons  to  take  under  the  conveyance,  would  be 

his  daughter,  Sarah. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  those  persons 
who  were  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the  death  of 
his  daughter,  Jane  White j  are  the  parties  entitled  under 
the  trust  for  his  personal  representatives,  his,  her  or 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  *. 

Demurrer  over- ruled  witliout  costs. 

♦  By  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  29,  the  words,  "  die 
without  issue/*  or, ''  die  without  leaving  issue,"  or,  '*  have  no 
issue/'  in  wills  made  or  republished  on  or  after  the  1st  of 
January  1838,  are  to  be  construed  to  mean,  except  in  certain 
specified  cases,  a  want  or  failure  of  issue  in  the  lifetime  or 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  parent. 
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184a: 
dOth  June. 


William  smith  made  his  win,  dated  the  16th 

of  February  1824,  and  after  giving  certain  pecuniary  ^^* 

legacies  and  annuities,  and  directing  the  legacies  to  be  Construction. 

paid  within  one  year  after  his  death,  he  proceeded  as  ^ 

follows:  "  And  when  this  is  done  my  further  will  is  pect^^^Ac  rents 

that  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  different  estates'  pro-  of  his  estates  to 

duce  niay  be  duly  collected  and  put  into  the  Bank  of  ^«  accumulated 
•Et    ,     J    .       ,  r  ,      for  five  years : 

rjiglana^  m  the  names  of  my   executors,  to  pay  the  «<  ^x  the  end  of 

yearly  amounts  of  those  mentioned  in  this  my   will,  which  time 

and  the  surplus  to  accumulate  for  five  years:  at  the  Jqw  T^toV^G 

end  of  which  time  I  leave  as  follows  :  to  Heiiry  William  200/.;  and  to 

Godfrey f  son  of  my  adopted  daughter,  late  Hillf  and  ^'j^*'  ^^"  ^'* 

my  godson,  200 /. ;  and  to  my  adopted  daughter,  late  many  as  are 

HiU,  William  Bruce,  William  Cain,  Watkin  Charlton,  living,  100/. 

EdUA  Milward,  Sophia  Shey,  Susan  Smith,  child  of  my  ^^J^  ^^^^"^ 

late  son  William,  brother  Thomas,  brother  John,  sister  S.  S,or  as 

Mary,  Ann  Wood,  or  as  many  as  are  living,  100  /.  each  :  ^^1/  ^^  ^^^  ^^^ 

And  to  Mary  Nott,  Sarah  Hutner,  Susan  Smith,  Phcebe  ^^ch  •  and'the 

Johnson,  William  Wallace,  Esther  Harvey,  Ann  Leavers,  same  sum  to  be 

WiUiam  Grubb,  Lavinia,  late  Williams,  or  as  many  as  ^'^^."  «5  ^^% 
,         .  1         1       A     1     1  t       expiration  ot 

are  then  living,  60  /.  each :  And  the  same  sum  to  be  ten  years  from 

given  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  the  time  of  my    the  time  of  my 
death,  and  ditto  at  fifteen  and  twenty  years  from  my  ^t^  the' end  of 

fifteen  and 
twenty  years  from  ray  death,"  Two  of  the  legatees  died  between 
the  end  of  the  tenth  and  the  fifteenth  year  after  the  testator's  death, 
having  'received  the  payments  which  became  diie  to  them  at  the 
end  of  the  fifth  and  tenth  years.  Held  that  the  rights  of  the 
legatees  named  in  the  will,  to  receive  the  payments,  were  con- 
tingent on  their  surviving  the  times  of  payment,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  the  executors  of  the  then  deceased  legatees  could 
not  claim  any  payment  at  the  end  of  the  fifteenth  \ear. 
Vol.  XIII.  F 
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CUARLTOK. 


death.  After  all  the  before  mentioned  is  duly  complied 
with,  I  give  and  bequeath  as  follows:  that  the  few 
annuitants  that  may  be  then  living  may  be  made  secure 
by  a  purchase  in  the  bank  from  the  money  in  the  bank 
stock,  or  by  any  better  means  my  executors  may  think 
best  to  adopt;  and,  at  the  end  of  the  above  twenty 
years,  my  will  is  that  the  whole  may  be  sold  and  divided 
as  follows:  amongst  the  nephews  and  nieces  of  my 
brothers  John  and  Thomas^  and  of  my  sisters  Hannah 
and  Mary,  or  as  many  as  may  be  then  living,  share  and 
share  alike." 


The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  his  will. 
His  brothers  John  and  Thomas  died  between  the  tenth 
and  the  fifteenth  year  after  his  death.  Each  of  them 
had  been  paid  100  /.  at  the  end  of  the  fifth,  and  again 
at  the  end  of  the  tenth  year  after  the  testator's  death. 
The  question  raised  by  a  petition  in  the  cause,  was 
whether  their  personal  representatives  were  entitled  to 
be  paid  the  like  sums  at  the  end  of  the  fifteenth  year. 

Mr.  Spence  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  personal  representatives  of  John 
and  Thomas  Smith,  contended  that  all  the  legatees  men- 
tioned in  the  statement  of  the  case,  who  were  living  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  or,  at  least,  such  of  them  as 
were  living  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  five  years  after 
his  death,  took  vested  interests  in  the  several  sums 
which  were  directed  to  be  paid  to  them  at  the  four 
periods  mentioned  in  the  will ;  for  the  words :  ''  or  as 
many  as  are  living,"  could  not  be  held  to  have  any  ap- 
plication except  to  the  first  period  of  five  years :  that 
the  bequests  were,  in  efiect,  bequests  of  gross  sums  to 
be  paid  to  each  individual  of  the  first  class  of  legatees, 
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by  instalments  of  100 1,  and  of  60  /.,  to  each  individual 
of  the  second  class,  at  the  end  of  four  successive  periods 
of  five  years  each ;  for  the  testator  had  said :  *^  the  same 
sum  to  be  given  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  the 
time  of  my  death ;  and  ditto  at  fifteen  and  twenty  years 
from  my  death : "  therefore,  he  must  have  meant  the 
second  payment  to  be  made  to  the  same  persons  as  had 
received  the  first ;  and  the  third  and  fourth  payments 
to  be  made  to  the  same  persons  as  had  received  the 
second :  that,  if  the  testator  had  repeated  the  names  of 
the  l^atees  after  every  direction  to  pay,  there  could 
have  been  no  doubt  upon  the  point ;  and,  though  he 
had  not  done  so,  he  had  done  what  was  equivalent 
to  it. 


1843. 
Bruce 

V. 

Charltov. 


Mr.  CampMlj  for  the  residuary  legatees : 

There  is  no  gift,  in  any  part  of  the  will,  except  in  the 
direction  to  pay.  That  observation  applies,  not  only 
to  the  legacies,  but  also  to  the  residue ;  and,  on  that 
ground  alone,  the  l^acies  must  be  held  to  be  contin- 
gent.   Smell  V.  Dee  (a). 

Again,  in  directing  the  first  payment  to  be  made  to 
the  legatees,  and  also  in  disposing  of  the  residue,  the 
testator  has  made  it  a  condition  precedent  that  the 
parties  to  take,  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  payment ; 
for,  with  respect  to  the  former,  he  says :  '*  or  as  many 
as  are  living ; ''  and,  with  respect  to  the  latter,  he  says : 
'^or  as  many  as  may  be  then  living."  It  may  be  further 
aiged  that  the  language  of  the  will,  throughout,  implies 
similarity  in  all  the  gifts :  and  the  construction  which 
I  am  contending  for,  makes  them  consistent  one  with 
another.    According  to  the  argument  for  the  represen- 


(a)  8  Salk.  415. 
f3 
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tatives  of  the  deceased  legatees,  the  first  payment  id 
contingent,  but  the  subsequent  payments  are  vested* 
But  what  reason  is  there  for  saying  that  the  testator 
meant  to  give  contingent  legacies  at  the  end  of  the  first 
five  years  after  his  death,  and  vested  legacies  of  the 
same  amount  and  to  the  same  persons,  at  the  end  of  10, 
16,  and  20  years  after  his  death  ?  The  legitimate  con- 
clusion is  that  be  meant  every  payment  subsequent  to 
the  first,  to  be  the  same  in  quality  (as  it  is  in  other  re- 
spects) as  the  first.  Indeed,  it  would  be  more  reason- 
able to  say  that  he  intended  the  first  payment  to  be 
vested  and  the  subsequent  payments  to  be  contingeot, 
than  to  maintain  the  converse  of  that  proposition. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

It  is  a  well  established  rule,  in  the  construing  of  wills, 
that,  if  a  testator  gives  a  legacy  to  A,  B.  at  the  end  of 
10  years  after  his  death,  the  legacy  is  contingent ;  but 
if  he  gives  it  to  A.  B.  to  be  paid  to  him  at  the  end  of  the 
10  years,  it  is  vested. 

Now,  in  this  case,  the  testator  directs  the  surplus  of 
the  rents  of  his  different  estates  to  be  accumulated  for 
five  years ;  at  the  end  of  which  time  he  leaves  as  fol- 
lows :  "  To  Henry  W.  Godfrey  (son  of  my  adopted 
daughter,  late  HiUy  and  my  godson),  200/."  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that,  according  to  the  rule  of  law  which  I  have 
just  referred  to,  H.  W.  Godfrey  would  not  have  been 
entitled  to  the  200  /.  if  he  had  died  before  the  end  of 
the  five  years  during  which  the  accumulation  was  to 
take  place. 


The  testator  then  says :  ''  To  my  adopted  daughter, 
late  Hill,  William  Bruce,  William  Cain  &c.  &c.,  or 
as  many  as  are  living,  100/.  each."    There  he  plainly 
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expresses  that  the  payment  is  to  be  made  to  those  only 
who  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  payment.  . 

Next  he  says :  **  And  to  Mary  Noti,  Sarah  Hutnery 
Susam  Smith  &c.  &c.,  or  as  many  as  are  then  living,  60/. 
each.''  It  is  quite  clear  that  he  there  makes  the  right 
of  the  legatees  to  be  paid  their  legacies  depend  upon 
their  being  then  living. 

The  testator  then  continues  as  follows :  ''  And  the 
same  sum  to  be  given  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years 
from  the  time  of  my  death,  and  ditto  at  fifteen  and 
twenty  years  from  my  death."  In  my  opinion  that  is 
nothing  more  than  a  concise  repetition  of  what  he  had 
before  said  with  regard  to  the  legacies  that  were  to  be 
paid  at  the  end  of  the  first  five  years  after  his  death. 
If  that  be  so,  the  result  will  be  the  same  whether  the 
words  '*  then  living/'  are  taken  as  designating  a  class  of 
legatees  who  are  to  take  as  such,  or  whether  those  words 
are  taken  as  pointing  to  the  time  of  payment :  for,  in 
either  case,  the  individual  legatees  will  not  be  entitled 
to  the  payments  directed  to  be  made  at  the  end  of  the 
five,  ten,  fifteen  and  twenty  years,  unless  they  are  living 
at  each  of  those  periods  of  time. 

Moreover  the  will  is  framed,  throughout,  on  the  same 
principle ;  I  mean,  with  a  view  to  make  the  right  of  the 
legatees  to  take  under  it,  dependent  upon  their  surviving 
the  time  at  which  they  are  to  take.  For  the  testator, 
when  he  proceeds  to  dispose  of  his  residuary  estate, 
says :  **  After  all  the  before  mentioned  is  duly  complied 
with,  I  give  and  bequeath  as  follows :  that  the  few  an- 
nuitants that  may  be  then  living,  may  be  made  secure 
by  a  purchase,  in  the  bank,  from  the  money  in  the 
bank   stock,  or  by  any  better  means  my  executors  may 
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think  bc^t  to  adopt;  and,  at  the  end  of  the  above 
twenty  years,  my  will  is  that  the  whole  may  be  sold  and 
divided  as  follows :  amongst  the  nephews  and  nieces 
of  my  brothers,  JoAji  and  Thomas,  and  of  my  sisters 
Hannah  and  Mary,  or  as  many  as  may  be  then  Ihing, 
share  and  share  alike.''  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that 
the  testator's  intention  was  that  the  pecuniary  legatees 
named  in  his  will,  should  not  be  entitled  to  any  payment 
under  it,  unless  they  should  be  living  at  the  time  at 
which  he  had  directed  the  payment  to  be  made;  and 
that  the  persons  named  as  residuary  legatees,  should 
not  be  entitled  to  participate  in  his  residuary  estate, 
unless  they  should  be  living  at  the  time  appointed  for 
dividing  it :  and  if  the  testator  had  not  expressed  such 
an  intention,  the  rule  of  law,  which  i  alluded  to  at  the 
commencement  of  my  judgment,  would  have  compelled 
me  to  come  to  the  same  conclusion*. 


*  See  the  next  case. 
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James  TAPPY  made  his  will,  dated  the  3d  of  ^^ 

August  1810,  and  thereby  disposed  of  his  residuary      Comtruction. 
personal  estate  in  the  following  words :  ^  J" 

queathed  his 
"  As  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  residuary  estate 

monies,  securities  for  money,  and  all  other  my  personal  tru8t*to^v°he 

estate  and  eflPects,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  interest  to  his 

what  nature  or  kind  soever,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  ni^e  for  life, 

same  unto  Benjamin  Aislabie  and  Simon  Tappy,  their  ^y^^^  ^f^,.  |,J^ 

executors  and  administrators,  upon  trust  that  they,  the  death,  the  trus- 

said  Benjamin  Aislabie  and  Simon  Tappy,  and  the  sur-  ^p^' 'f ^i|J{5?f 

vivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  or  administrators  of  and  dispose  of 

such  survivor,   do  and    shall   convert  the   same  into  the  residue 

money,  and  lay  out  the  money  arising  thereby,  in  their  0^1X611,  equally 

or  his  names  or  name,  in  the  purchase  of  parliamentary  to  be  divided 

stocks  or  public  funds  of  Great  Britain,  or  at  interest  ^f  ^^^^n  f^^m, 

^  ,     -ri     J     J  share  and  share 

upon  government  or  real  securities  m  England,  and  do  alike,  to  be  paid 

and  shall  pay  the  interest,  dividends  and  annual  pro-  ^^  **onsat  21, 

ceeds  thereof  unto  my  niece,  Jeanne  Francoise  Chris-  ^ers'at  that^ 

tiana  Moynat,  wife  of  Francois  Auguste  Moynat,  now  age  or  on  their 

residing  in  Lavigny,  in  the  Pays  de  Vaud,  in  Smtzer-  carriage:  and 
o  if  i^y  J  J  j^g  empowered 

land,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  for  her  the  trustees, 

own  use  and  benefit,  and  independent  of  her  present  or  ^ft®""  ^^^  niece's 

decease  or  m 
her  lifetime 
with  her  consent,  to  raise,  pay  and  apply,  for  the  preferment  and 
advancement  of  any  of  her  children,  all  or  any  part  of  their  pre* 
sumptive  portions  under  the  trusts  aforesaid.  Held  that  there  was 
no  gift  to  the  children  except  in  the  direction  to  pay  to  them, 
and,  therefore,  their  portions  did  not  vest  in  them  until  such  of 
them  as  were  sons,  attained  21,  and  such  of  them  as  were  daugh- 
ters, either  attained  that  age  or  married* 

F  4 
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any  future  husband  with  whom   she  may  happen  to 
marry;  and,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  said 
niece  Jeanne  Fraucaise  Christiana  Moynat^  I  direct  my 
said  trustees  to  pay,  to  her  husband  the  said  Francois 
Avguste  Moynaty  in  case  he  shall  survive  his  said  wife, 
during  the  term  of  his  life,  an  annuity  of  30/.,  clear  of 
all  deductions,  by  equal  half-^yearly  payments ;  and, 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  said  annuity,  I  do  hereby 
direct  that  my  said  trustees  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his 
executors  or  administrators,  sliall  pay,  apply ^  transfer 
and  dispose  of  the  said  residue  of  my  estate  between  and 
amongst  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  my  said 
niece  Jeanne  Francoise  Christiana  Moynat  by  the  said 
Francois  Auguste  Moynat,  her  husband,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  to  be  paid 
to  sons  at  the  age  of  21  years,  and  to  daughters  at  21 
years  or  days  of  marriage ;  and,  if  there  shall  be  but 
one  child   of  my  said  niece,  who,  being  a  son,  shall 
attain  the  age  of  21  years,  or,  being  a  daughter,  shall 
attain  that  age  or  be  married,  then  in  trust  for  such  one 
child  :  and  my  will  is  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  my 
said  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or 
administrators,  after  the  decease  of  my  said  niece,  or  in 
her  lifetime,  with  her  consent  signified  by  some  writing 
under  her  hand,  to  levy  and  raise,  and  to  pay  and  apply 
for  the  preferment  and  advancement  of  any  of  her  chil- 
dren, all  or  any  part  of  their,  his  or  her  presumptive 
portion  under  the  trusts  aforesaid,  and,  after  the  decease 
of  my  said  niece  and  during  the  minority  of  any  child 
presumptively  entitled  to  a  provision  under  the  trusts 
aforesaid,  the  said  trustees  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  shall 
apply  the  whole  or  a  competent  part  of  the  annual  pro- 
duce of  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities,  or  the  part  or 
share  of  the  same  to  which  such  child  shall  be  presmnp- 
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lively  entitled,  for  his  or  her  maintenance  or  education : 
and  I  hereby  nominate,  constitute  and  appoint  the  said 
Beftjamin  Aislabie  and  Simon  Tappy  executors  of  this 
my  will/' 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  his  will, 
leaving  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Moytiat  surviving.  They  had 
eight  children,  all  of  whom  were  living  at  the  testator's 
death.  In  February  1821,  Christian  Francois  Moynai, 
one  of  those  children,  died  an  infant.  Mr.  Moynat  died 
in  1827,  and  Mrs.  Moynat  in  1841. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  which  was  instituted  by 
the  surviving  children  (all  of  whom  had  attained  twenty- 
one),  the  questions  were  whether  the  Plaintiffs  became 
entitled,  on  their  mother's  death,  to  have  the  whole  of 
the  trust  property  divided  amongst  them,  or  whether  the 
personal  representatives  of  Christian  Francois  Moynat, 
were  entitled  to  a  share  of  it. 
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Mr.  Lewis,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  contended  that  the 
children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Moynat  who  were  hving  at 
the  testator's  death,  did  not  take  vested  interests  in  the 
trust-fund,  until,  being  sons,  they  attained  twenty-one, 
or,  being  daughters,  they  attained  that  age  or  married ; 
and  that,  if  they  took  vested  interests  at  the  testator's 
death,  their  interests  were  liable  to  be  divested  on  their 
dying  under  twenty-one,  being  sons,  and  under  that  age 
and  unmarried,  being  daughters. 

Mr.  Hingeston,  for  the  Defendants,  insisted  that  the 
trust-fund  vested  absolutely  in  all  the  children  who 
were  living  at  the  testator's  death  ;  and,  consequently, 
that,  on  the  decease  of  their  mother,  it  became  divi- 
sible, not  into  seven,  but  into  eight  shares,  and  that  the 
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personal  representatiyes  of  Christian  Francois  Moynat 
were  entitled  to  one  share. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllor: 

On  the  face  of  this  will,  there  are  no  words  of  gift  in 
the  first  instance,  but  only  in  the  direction  to  pay ;  and 
the  payment  is  directed  to  be  made  to  sons  at  twenty- 
one,  and  to  daughters  at  that  age  or  on  their  marriage. 
The  consequence  is  that  only  those  children  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Moynat  who,  being  sons,  attained  twenty-one,  or, 
being  daughters,  attained  that  age  or  married,  took 
vested  interests  in  the  fund  which  now  represents  the 
testator's  residuary  estate :  and,  as  Christian  Francms 
Moynat  died  under  twenty-one,  he  never  became  entitled 
to  a  share. 


I  observe  that  the  maintenance  clause  speaks  of  the 
children  as  being  entitled,  presumptively  only,  to  a 
provision  under  the  trusts  of  the  will,  during  their 
minorities. 
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William  Marshall  devised  Ws  estates  in  Timber. 

the  counties  of  Kent  and  Northampton,  unto  and  to  the  ^^^.  ^* 

use  of  Charles  Butler  and  James  fVinsbury,  their  heirs  Vendor  and 

and  assigns,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  to  pay  an  ja^a^* 

annuity  of  70/.  to  his  sister  Mary  Borton  and  her  hu&-  Comtruction. 

hand  Jonas  Borton,  during  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the 

I'l   Testator  de- 
survivor  of  them,  and,  subject  thereto,  to  stand  seised  ^^^  his  real 

of  the  estates  in  trust  for  the  testator's  son,  Thomas  estates  to  trus* 
Marshall,  during  his  life;  and,  after  his  decease,  in  ^^^^1^% 
trust  for  all  the  children  of  Thomas  Marshall,  equally,  for  life,  with 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders  remainder  in 
amongst  them  in  tail,  with  remainder  in  trust  for  the  ^^  children 
testator's  brother,  Thomas  Marshall,  for  life,  with  re-  of  T.  M.  as 
mainder  in  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  to  pay  an  annuity  of  ^^i^  |^if^"*' 
40/.  to  William  Marshall  the  eldest  son  of  Thomas  the  with  remainders 
brother,  for  his  life,  and,  subject  theret6,  in  trust  for  over,  and,  ulti- 
J%omas  the  younger  son  of  Thomas  the  brother,  for  life,  for  his  own™* 
with  remainder  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of  Thomas  right  heirs:  and 

the  younger,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  re-  ?f  hequeathed 

.V,  ,  .,       .  ,  ...  his  personal 

mamders  amongst  them  m  tail ;  with  remainder  in  trust  estate  to  the 

for  Mary  Borton  for  life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for  her  trustees,  in  trust 
children  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remain-  |j£^  wil^re« 
ders  in  tail ;  with  remainder  in  trust  for  the  testator's  mainder  in  trust 

for  all  her  chil- 
dren who  should  attain  21,  with  remainders  in  trust  for  T.  Af. 
and  his  children  in  like  manner :  and  he  directed  that  the  timber 
or  wood  which  should  be  upon  his  real  estates,  should  be,  from 
time  to  time,  made  use  of  for  repairing  the  houses  thereon,  or 
otherwise  for  tlie  benefit  and  advantage  of  his  estates;  or  that  the 
same  should  be  sold  and  the  proce^  applied  in  the  manner  in 
which  his  personal  estate  was  thereinbefore  directed  to  be  applied. 
Held  that  the  direction  or  trust  respecting  the  timber  and  wood  on 
the  estates,  was  not  perpetual,  but  ceased  on  the  inheritance  vest- 
ing, in  possession,  in  adult  persons. 
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own  right  heirs :  and  the  testator  gave  his  residuary 
personal  estate  to  the  same  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  son 
Thomas  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  in  trust  for  ail 
the  children  of  that  son  who  should  attain  21,  equally; 
but  if  his  son  should  leave  no  such  child,  then  in  trust 
for  Mary  Borton  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  in  trust 
for  all  her  children  who  should  attain  21 ;  and,  if  she 
should  have  no  such  child,  then  in  trust  for  the  testa- 
tor's brother  Thomas^  for  life,  and,  after  his  death,  in 
trust  for  ThomaSj  the  younger  son  of  his  brother,  for 
life,  and  after  his  death  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of 
Thomas  the  younger,  who  should  attain  21 ;  and  if  he 
should  have  no  such  child,  then  in  trust  for  the  testa- 
tor's brother  Thomas^  his  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns.  And  the  testator  directed  that  the  timber  or 
wood  which  should  be  upon  his  real  estaies  or  any  of  them, 
should  be,  from  time  to  time,  made  use  of  for  repairing 
the  houses  thereupon^  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  and  adr 
vantage  of  his  estates  ;  or  that  the  same  should  be  sold,  and 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale  thereof,  should  be  applied 
in  the  manner  in  which  his  personal  estate  was  therein- 
before directed  to  be  applied. 

The  testator  died  in  1800.  Thomas  his  son,  died  in 
his  lifetime  without  issue.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Borton  also 
died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  leaving  nine  children,  all 
of  whom  attained  21.  The  testator  left  his  brother 
Thomas  his  heir-at-law,  and  William  and  Thomas,  the 
sons  of  his  brother  Thomas,  him  surviving ;  and  after 
his  death,  Thomas  the  brother,  was  let  into  the  receipt 
of  the  rents  of  the  estates.  He  died  in  1816,  leaving 
William,  his  eldest  son,  his  heir,  and  Thomas,  his 
younger  son,  him  surviving. 

Thomas  the  younger,  was,  thereupon,  let  into  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents.    He  had  several  children,  all  of  whom 
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attained  21  in   his  lifetime.     He  died   in  1836. 
brother  William  died  in  1837. 


His 


In  consequence  of  some  of  the  children  of  Thomas 
Marshall,  the  younger,  having  died  leaving  infant  chil- 
dren, a  private  Act  of  Parliament  was  obtained  in  1839, 
by  which  the  estates  were  vested  in  the  Plainlifis,  freed 
from  the  gifts,  devises,  bequests,  uses,  estates,  limita- 
^^ns  tie.  declared  and  contained  in  the  will,  in  trust 
tjo  sell.  The  Act,  however,  contained  a  clause  saving 
tiie  rights  of  all  persons  then  or  thereafter  claiming  any 
interest  in  the  timber  or  wood  on  the  estates,  or  the 
produce  thereof. 

In  1840,  the  Plaintiffs  entered  into  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  part  of  the  estates,  together  with  the  timber  and 
underwood  thereon.  The  purchaser  having  refused  to 
complete  his  purchase,  the  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  to 
compel  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

The  purchaser  alleged,  as  the  ground  for  refusing  to 
complete  his  purchase,  that,  as  the  trust,  in  the  tes- 
tator's will,  with  regard  to  the  timber  and  wood  on  his 
estates,  was  not  confined,  in  express  terms,  to  any 
limited  period,  that  trust  operated,  in  equity,  as  a  per- 
petual  severance  of  the  limber  and  wood  from  the  estates  ; 
and  that  the  persons  entitled  to  his  residuary  personal 
estate,  would  be  entitled,  in  all  perpetuity ^  to  so  much  of 
the  timber  and  wood  as  should  not  be  made  use  of,  from 
time  to  time,  for  repairing  the  houses  on  the  estates  or 
otherwise  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  estates, 
or  to  the  monies  to  arise  from  the  sale  thereof. 


1843. 

* V  * 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  vendors  contended  that  the 
trust  or  direction  as  to  the  timber  and  wood  on  the 
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estates,  had  long  since  deteniuned ;  but  that,  if  the 
same  was  intended  to  continue  for  ever,  it  was  void 
in  law. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Charles  Hall,  for  the  vendors, 
cited  Butler  v.  Borton  (a).  They  said  that  that  case 
arose  on  the  same  will  as  the  present  case  did  ;  but  that 
Thomas  Marshall  the  younger,  the  tenant  for  life  of 
the  testator's  estates,  was  then  living;  and  the  only 
question  was,  who  was  entitled  to  the  timber  on  the 
estates,  at  that  time;  and  that  it  appeared,  or  was  to 
be  inferred  from  the  judgment  in  that  case,  that  Sir 
John  Leach,  V.  C,  considered  that  the  trust  or  direc- 
tion in  the  will  as  to  the  timber  on  the  estates,  was  not 
to  operate  any  longer  than  during  the  life  of  the  then 
tenant  for  life. 

The  Vice-Chan CELLOR : 

The  facts  of  that  case  are  not  very  clearly  stated 
in  the  report,  and  therefore  I  must  have  the  Registrar's 
book  produced. 


It  appeared,  from  the  Registrar's  book,  that  the  bill 
was  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the  will  against  the  children 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Borton,  and  also  against  William  and 
Thomas  Marshall,  the  sons  of  Thomas  Marshall  the  tes- 
tator's brother,  and  the  children  of  Thomas  the  son.  It 
stated  that,  shortly  after  the  testator's  death,  the  trus- 
tees caused  all  the  timber  on  the  devised  estates  which 
was  then  fit  to  be  felled,  to  be  cut  down  and  sold,  and 
distributed  the  proceeds  amongst  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Borton :  that  the  children  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  all 
the  timber  and  underwood  upon  the  estates  which  had 

(a)  5  Madd.  40. 
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become^  to  be  felled  since  the  testator^ 8  deaths  and 
insisted  that  it  ought  to  be  felled  and  sold  for  their 
benefit :  whereas  Thomas  Marshall  the  younger,  and  his 
children,  insisted  that  the  Bartons  were  only  entitled 
to  such  timber  as  the  Plaintiffs  had  caused  to  be  cut 
down  as  aforesaid,  or  to  the  monies  arising  by  the  sale 
thereof.    The  bill  further  stated  that  the  Bartons  had 
Yeoently  entered  on  the  estates  without  the  Plaintiffs' 
permission,  and  had  cut  several  timber  trees  thei'eon, 
and  had  carried  away  the  same.    The  bill  prayed  that 
the  will  might  be  established,  and  the  trusts  of  it  per- 
formedy  and  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  parties 
might  be  declared ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  the   timber  felled  by  the  Bartons,  and  that  they 
might  pay  the  amount  of  such  part  thereof  as  had  been 
removed,  into  Court :  and  that  they  might  be  restrained 
from  removing  or  cutting  down  any  of  the  timber  re- 
maining on  the  estates. 


1843. 

If       ^ 
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The  MarshallSf  in  their  answer,  said  that  the  distri- 
bution of  the  timber  money  amongst  the  Bortons,  took 
place  in  1803,  and  that  their  right  and  interest  to  any 
money  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  timber  on  the  estates, 
ceased  on  such  distribution  taking  place;  and  they 
msisted  that  the  Bartons  had  no  right  whatever  to  the 
underwood  on  the  estates. 

The  decree  was  as  follows : 


This  Court  doth  declare  that  the  timber  and  wood 
upon  the  real  estates  of  the  said  testator,  ought,  from 
time  to  time,  to  be  made  use  of  for  repairing  the  houses 
thereupon,  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  and  advantage 
of  the  testator's  estates ;  and  that  what  timber  or  wood 
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shall,  from  time  to  time,  not  be  required  for  the  pur- 
poses aforesaid,  ought  to  be  sold,  and  the  monies 
arising  by  the  sale,  ought  to  be  applied  in  the  manner 
directed  by  his  said  will.  Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  take 
an  account  of  the  timber  and  timber-like  and  other  trees 
which  have  been  fallen  or  cut  down  from  off  the  said 
estates  under  or  by  means  of  the  plaintiffs  or  the  de- 
fendants, the  Bartons^  or  any  of  them  :  and  let  the  said 
Master  inquire  whether  such  timber  and  timber-like 
trees  or  any  part  thereof,  were  wanted  for  repairing  the 
houses  on  the  estates  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  or 
advantage  of  the  estates,  and  whether  such  timber  or 
timber-like  trees,  or  any  part  thereof,  were  so  applied ; 
and  whether,  at  the  time  of  cutting  down  any  such 
timber  or  timber-like  trees  which  were  not  applied  in 
repairing  the  houses  on  the  estates  or  otherwise  for  the 
benefit  or  advantage  thereof,  there  was  sufficient  left 
on  the  estates  to  repair  the  houses  thereon  from  time  to 
time,  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the 
estates :  And  the  said  Master  is  to  inquire  whether  the 
same  was  proper  to  be  cut  in  a  due  course  of  manage- 
ment ;  and  whether  there  is  any  timber  on  the  estates  fit 
to  be  cut  in  a  due  course  of  management;  and  whether 
the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  is  wanted  for  repairing 
the  houses  upon  the  estates  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit 
or  advantage  of  the  estates :  reserve  further  directions 
and  costs,  and  any  of  the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to 
apply  as  they  may  be  advised. 


Reg.  Lib.  A.  1819,  fo.  2583  b. 


The  Vice-chancellor,  after  perusing  the  decree,  said 
that  it  did  not  contain  any  declaration  as  to  the  dura- 
tion of  the  trust  respecting  the  timber  on  the  estates. 
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Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Fabery  for  the  Defendant, 
the  purchaser,  cited  Stanley  v.  White  {b)y  and  Legh  v. 
Heald{c)i  and  they  read  the  following  passage  from 
Idford's  Case  {d) :  "  If  I,  by  deed,  grant  all  my  trees 
within  my  manor  of  G.,  to  one  and  his  heirs,  the  grantee 
shall  have  an  inheritance  in  them  without  any  livery  and 
seisin."  They  said  that  the  testator  had  sepamted  the 
inheritance  of  the  timber  from  the  inheritance  of  his 
estates^  as  the  authorities  referred  to  showed  he  was  at 
liberty  to  do ;  and  that  the  objection  on  the  ground  of 
perpetuity,  no  more  applied,  than  it  would  have  done, 
if  he  had  devised  a  certain  part  of  his  estates  to  or  in 
trust  for  the  parties  entitled  to  his  personal  estate.  They 
added  that,  if  the  question  was  even  a  doubtful  one,  the 
Court  ought  not  to  compel  the  purchaser  to  take  the 
estate. 


184s. 

' «r— ' 

Silvester 

o. 
Bradlkt. 


The  Vice-Chancellor: 

Though^the  case  of  Butler  v.  Borton^  as  reported  by 
Mr.  Maddock,  does  not  represent  the  actual  words  of 
the  decree,  as  entered  in  the  Registrar's  Book ;  yet  it 
does  not  substantially  fall  short  of  them.  It  was  only 
a  decree  with  respect  to  the  then  existing  circumstances ; 
and  it  is  plain  that  nothing  was  attempted  to  be  dealt 
with,  except  the  timber  then  cut  and  fit  to  be  cut :  there- 
fore nothing  was  decided,  in  that  case,  which  prevents 
me  from  saying,  at  a  different  time  and  under  different 
circumstances,  that  the  trust  has  altogether  ceased. 

Then  consider  what  are  the  circumstances.  All  the 
tenants  for  life  are  dead;  so  that  the  trust-estate  of 
inheritance  is  vested  in  the  children  of  Thomas  Marshall, 


(6)  14  East,  333.  (c)  1  Barn.  &  Add.  6a3. 

((f)   1 1  Rep.  49  b. 
Vol.  XIII.  G 
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the  younger  son  of  Thomas,  the  testator's  brother,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail.  If  that  be  so,  they  might 
file  a  bill,  against  the  trustees,  to  have  the  legal  estate 
conveyed  to  them. 

The  clause  respecting  the  application  of  the  timber, 
could  not  be  intended  to  operate  after  the  death  of  the 
tenants  for  life.  For  it  would  be  inconsistent,  if  not 
absurd,  to  say  that  a  person  should  have  the  inheritance, 
and  yet  that  there  should  be  a  perpetual  trust  to  cut 
timber  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  houses  on  the 
estate,  for  the  owner  of  the  inheritance.  When  the 
inheritance  vested  in  possession  in  adult  persons,  the 
trust  ceased. 


I  must  say  it  is  a  very  clear  point,  and  that  the  pur- 
chaser may  safely  accept  the  title.  Therefore  I  shall 
declare  that  the  Plaintiffs  can  make  a  good  title;  and 
the  purchaser  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  unless  some 
arrangement  has  been  made  respecting  them  *. 

*  Previous  to  the  institution  of  the  suit,  Mr.  Duval^ 
Mr.  Brodie^  and  some  other  eminent  conveyancers  were  con- 
sulted as  to  the  vaUdity  and  duration  of  the  trust  respecting 
the  timber  on  the  estates.  Mr.  Dtecaly  who  advised  on  the 
title  on  behalf  of  the  purchaser,  said  that  it  was  difficult  to 
decide  as  to  the  nature  of  tlie  interests  of  the  parties  enti- 
tled :  that  it  might  be  considered  that,  in  equity,  the  in- 
heritance of  the  timber  was  severed  from  the  estate  and 
vested  in  the  persons  who  became  entitled  to  the  personal 
estate.  The  other  learned  gentlemen  were  of  opinion  either 
that  the  trust  was  void  for  remoteness  (which,  it  seems, 
difficult  to  maintain,  after  the  decree  in  Butler  v.  Borton)  or 
that  it  ceased  on  the  death  of  Thomas  Manhall  the  younger. 
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THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  FITZGERALD.  1843: 

5tli  June. 
Ex  parte  FITZGERALD  AND  OTHERS.  ^ ^ ' 

Legaci/'dut^. 

William  LEAMY,  who  died  m  March  1816  ♦,    Stai.55Geo.3s 
T)equeathed  his  residuary  estate  and  effects  to  his  exe-  '^'  ^^4- 

cators,  to  be  by  them  appropriated  to  the  education  of     Construction. 

the  children  of  the  poor  in  Ireland,  principally  those  in  

or  about  the  city  of  Limerick,  or  as  they,  his  executors,  J^^rgg^ju^^f 
should,  in  their  better  judgment,  deem  meet  to  give  estate  (which 

he  bequest  the  most  extensive  efficacy.  amounted  to 

■^  13,000/)  to  his 

executors,  tu 
The  testator's  residuary  estate  amounted  to  13,387/.  be  by  them  ap- 

consols ;  and  the  Court  having  approved  of  a  scheme  fhe^eduoition 
for  applying  that  sum  in  the  establishment  and  main-  of  the  children 
tenance  of  a  school,  to  be  called :  *'Leamr^%  Free  School,"  ^^  ^^  P^o»;  i" 
for  the   education  of  the  poor  of  Limerick  and   the  finally  those  in 
neighbourhood  and  of  all  such  other  poor  in  Ireland  or  about  Ltntf- 
as  might  be  willing  to  take  advantage  thereof,  certain  Vu\\^^^y, 
gentlemen  residing  in  Ireland,  who  were  named  in  the  duty  was  pay- 
scheme  as  governors  of  tlie  school,  presented  a  petition  able  on  the 
liraying  that  the  Accountant-general  might  be  ordered 
to  transfer  the  stock  to  them,  free  of  legacy  duty,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  applied  in  carrying  the  scheme 
into  effect. 

The  question  was  whether  the  stock  was  subject  to 
legacy  duty  or  not.  That  question  mainly  depended  on 
the  following  part  of  the  schedule  of  duties  imposed  by 
the  Stamp  Act,  66  Geo.  3,  c.  184 :    "  For  every  legacy 

*  It  did  not  appear,  from  the  petition,  where  the  testator 
was  domiciled  at  his  death. 
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1843. 

* V ' 

Attornky- 
Gkneral 

V. 

Fitzgerald. 


specific  or  pecuniary  or  of  any  other  description,  of  the 
amount  or  value  of  20  Z.  or  upwards,  given  by  any  will 
or  testamentary  instrument  of  any  person  who  shall  have 
died  afler  the  5th  of  April  1805,  either  out  of  his  or  her 
personal  or  moveable  estate,  or  out  of  or  charged  upon 
his  or  her  real  or  heritable  estate,  or  out  of  any  monies 
to  arise  by  the  sale,  mortage,  or  other  disposition  of 
his  or  her  real  or  heritable  estate,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  which  shall  be  paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied 
or  discharged  after  the  3lst  of  August  1815:  and  also 
for  the  clear  residue  (when  devolving  to  one  person) 
and  for  every  share  of  the  clear  residue  (when  devolving 
to  two  or  more  persons)  of  the  personal  or  moveable 
estate  of  any  person  who  shall  have  died  after  the  5th 
of  April  1805  (after  deducting  debts,  funeral  expenses, 
legacies  and  other  charges  first  payable  thereout)  whe- 
ther the  title  to  such  residue  or  any  share  thereof  shall 
accrue  by  virtue  of  any  testamentary  disposition  or  upon 
a  partial  or  total  intestacy,  where  such  residue  or  share 
of  residue  shall  be  of  the  amount  or  value  of  20/.  or 
upwards,  and  where  the  same  shall  be  paid,  delivered, 
retained,  satisfied  or  discharged  after  the  31st  of  August 
1815  (a  per-centage  increasing  with  remoteness  of  con- 
sanguinity) :  and  where  any  such  legacy  or  residue,  or 
any  share  of  such  residue  shall  have  been  given  or  have 
devolved  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  person  in  any  other 
degree  of  collateral  consanguinity  (than  is  in  the  Act 
before  mentioned)  to  the  deceased,  or  to  or  for  the  benefit 
of  any  stranger  in  blood  to  the  deceased,  10  /•  per  cent." 


As  the  8th  section  of  the  Act  enacts  that  all  the 
powers  and  provisions,  clauses  &c.  contained  in  former 
Stamp  Acts,  should  extend  to  the  duties  granted  by 
that  Act,  the  following  sections  of  3Gth  Geo.  3,  c.  62 
were  referred  to  in  the  judgement: 
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The  sixth  section  enacts:  ''that  the  duties  hereby 
imposed  shall,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  is  not  hereby 
otherwise  provided,  be  accounted  for,  answered  and 
paid  by  the  person  or  persons  having  or  taking  the  bur- 
den of  the  execution  of  the  will  or  other  testamentary 
iDstrument,  or  the  administration  of  the  personal  estate 
of  any  person  deceased,  upon  retainer,  for  his,  her  or 
their  own  benefit,  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  other  person 
or  persons,  of  any  legacy,  or  any  part  of  any  legacy,  or 
of  the  residue  of  any  personal  estate,  or  any  part  of  such 
residue,  which  he,  she  or  they  shall  be  entitled  so  to 
retain  either  in  his,  her  or  their  own  right,  or  in  the  right 
or  for  the  benefit  of  any  other  person  or  persons ;  and 
also  upon  delivery,  payment,  or  other  satisfaction  or 
discharge  whatsoever  of  any  legacy,  or  of  the  residue 
of  any  personal  estate,  or  of  any  part  of  such  residue  to 
which  any  other  person  or  persons  shall  be  entitled/' 


1843. 


Attorney- 

GSNERAL 

V. 

Fitzgerald. 


The  11th  section  enacts :  "  That  if  any  benefit  shall 
be  given,  by  any  will  or  testamentary  instrument,  in 
such  terms  that  the  amount  or  value  can  only  be  ascer- 
tained from  time  to  time  by  the  actual  application  for 
that  purpose  of  the  fund  allotted  for  such  purpose,  or 
made  chargeable  therewith  ;  or  if  the  amount  or  value 
of  any  benefit  given  by  any  will  or  testamentary  instru- 
ment, can  not,  by  reason  of  the  form  and  manner  of  the 
gift,  be  so  ascertained  that  the  duty  can  be  charged 
thereon  under  any  other  of  the  directions  herein  con- 
tained; then  and  in  every  such  case  such  duty  shall  be 
charged  on  the  several  sums  of  money  or  effects  which 
shall  be  applied,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  purposes 
directed  by  such  will  or  testamentary  instrument,  as 
separate  and  distinct  legacies  or  bequests,  and  shall  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund  applicable  for  such  purposes,  or 
charged  with  answering  the  same." 

G  3 
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^ V ' 

Attorney- 
General 

V. 
FiTSGEftALO. 


Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  C.  EUis,  for  the  petitioners: 
Your  Honor  decided^  In  the  matter  of  Francklin*s  CAfl- 
rity  (a),  (a  case  nearly  resembling  the  present)  that  the 
legacy-duty  did  attach.  In  that  case  a  perpetual  an- 
nuity of  00/.  was  bequeathed  to  the  poor  of  a  parish  in 
Buckififfhamshire,to  be  laid  out  in  bread, and  distributed, 
by  the  minister  and  churchwardens,  to  the  most  needy 
objects  in  the  parish  ;  and  your  Honor  held  that  the 
legacy  was  liable  to  duty,  although  the  poor  were  so 
numerous  that  no  one  received  more  than  the  value  of 
2  s.  per  annum.  In  Ex  parte  Wilkinson  (6),  the  testator 
directed  his  residuary  estate  to  be  laid  out  in  the  funds 
and  the  dividends  to  be  divided,  by  his  executors, 
amongst  poor  pious  persons,  male  or  female,  in  sums  of 
10/.  or  15/.  as  they  should  see  fit;  and  the  question, 
which  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  was  whe- 
ther the  residue  was  liable  to  legacy-duty.  In  the 
course  of  the  argument,  the  case  /»  the  matter  0/ Franck'- 
lin's  Charity  was  cited  and  relied  upon  by  the  counsel 
for  the  Crown.  The  learned  Barons,  however,  seem 
not  to  have  entirely  approved  of  the  decision  in  that 
case ;  and,  in  the  case  before  them,  they  held  that,  as  the 
income  of  the  fund  was  to  be  distributed  in  sums  under 
20  /.,  no  legacy-duty  was  payable.  That  case,  therefore, 
seems  to  be  at  variance  with  the  decision  In  the  matter  of 
Franchlin's  Charity, — [The  Vice-chancellor i  The  ques- 
tion now  before  me,  is,  purely,  a  legal  one ;  why  then 
should  it  not  be  decided  by  a  Court  of  Law?] — All  par- 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  III.  p.  147  ;  S.  C.  3  Youn.  &  Jerv.  544. 

(b)  1  Crompt,,  Mees.  &  Roscoe,  142.  Mr.  Cooper  read  the 
arguments  and  judgment  in  the  case  cited,  at  considerable 
length ;  and  also  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
Reported  nom.  Attorney-general  v.  Nash^  1  Mecs.  &  Welsby, 
337- 
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ties  will  be  satisfied  with  your  Honoris  decision. — [The 
Vice-Chancellor  I  Ifthe  parties  wish  it,  I  will  determine 
the  question;  but  I  shall  not  put  myself  in  opposition 
to  the  Court  of  Law.] — If  a  legacy  is  given,  for  charitable 
purposes,  to  a  corporation  or  to  a  society  not  incorpo- 
rated, so  that  the  application  of  the  legacy  is  left 
entirely  to  the  discretion  of  the  corporation  or  society, 
there  the  duty  must  be  paid  ;  but  if  the  disposition  of 
the  legacy  is  prescribed  by  the  testator,  and  is  such 
that  no  one  of  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  can  receive  a 
benefit  from  it  to  the  amount  of  20  /.,  or  if  it  be  doubt- 
ful whether  the  benefit  will  be  to  that  amount,  then  the 
duty  is  not  payable.     Now,  in  this  case,  there  is  nothing 
to  show  what  amount  of  benefit  each  of  the  poor 
scholars  will  receive.    The  gift  is  not  made  to  any  cor- 
poration or  society  already  in  existence,  but  the  charity 
h  created  hyihe  testator  himself.     If  it  appeared  that 
the  benefit  to  be  derived  by  each  of  the  poor  children, 
would  amount  to  20  /.,  then,  according  to  the  decision 
In  the  matter  of  WUhinson,  the  duty  would  become 
payable  from  time  to  time.     In  that  case  the  amount  of 
the  fund  was  known,  and  the  mode  in  which  it  was  to 
be  applied  was  pointed  out  by  the  testator  himself: 
but,  here,  though  the  amount  of  the  fund  is  known,  it 
is  impossible  to  say  what  amount  of  benefit  each  of  the 
objects  of  the  charity  will  derive  firom  it.     Consistently 
with  what  fell  from  the  Judges  In  the  matter  of  WiU 
Unsofiy  the  Court  can  not  consider  the  executors  of  the 
will  in  this  case  as  the  legatees ;  but  it  must  consider 
the  poor  scholars  (individually  and  not  as  a  class)  to  be 
the  legatees ;  and  then,  in  all  probability,  no  one  of 
them  will  derive  a  benefit,  from  the  bequest,  to  the 
amount  of  20  /. :  and  if  that  be  so,  no  legacy-duty  is 
payable. — [The  Vtce-ChanceUor  :  The  poor  scholars  are 
Dot  to  have  anything  in  the  shape  of  money.    A  certain 

o4 
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' s. • 

Attorn  EY- 

Genekal 

r. 
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Attoruey- 

GSKERAL 


1843.  quantity  of  education  is  to  be  purchased  and  infused 

into  their  minds  :  but  there  is  to  be  no  actual  payment 
of  money  to  them.  The  money  must  be  considered  as 
paid,  in  solido,  for  the  purpose  of  creating  the  insti- 

FlWGERAU).     ^«^o»] 

Mr.  Glasse  appeared  for  the  executors  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Twiss  and  Mr.  Romilly  appeared  for  the  Crown; 
but— 

The  VicE-CHANCBLLORy  without  hearing  them, 
said: 
There  is  a  material  distinction  between  the  case  fit 
the  matter  of  FrancklirCs  Charity,  and  the  case  In  the 
matter  of  Wilkinson. 

In  the  matter  of  Franchlin's  Charity^  there  was  a  gift 
of  a  perpetual  annuity  of  50/.,  to  be  disposed  of  in 
charity.  In  the  case  In  the  matter  of  Wilkinson,  the 
Judges  seem  to  have  considered  that  there  was  a  gift  of 
a  sum  in  gross,  which  was  at  once  to  be  disposed  of  by 
the  executors,  apparently,  as  if  it  was  not  a  charity. 
It  seems  to  me  that  that,  of  itself,  furnishes  a  very  con- 
siderable difference  between  the  two  cases ;  because,  if 
the  bequest  is  to  be  considered  as  a  charitable  bequest 
in  its  origin,  then  this  Court  must,  of  necessity,  have  a 
dominion  over  the  subject  of  the  bequest ;  and  this  Court 
will,  from  time  to  time,  determine  in  what  manner  the 
property  shall  be  employed ;  and,  long  before  any  person 
participates,  the  legacy  must  be  paid. 

Now  it  appears  to  me  that,  with  respect  to  the  duty 
on  legacies,  the  matter  stands  in  this  way.  The  first 
Act  I  believe  that  imposed  any  duty  at  all,  was  the 
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JOth  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  and  that  enacted,  generally,  that,  for 
every  skin  or  piece  of  vellum  or  parchment  or  sheet  or 
piece  of  paper,  upon  which  any  receipt  or  other  dis- 
chaise  for  any  legacy  left  by  any  will  or  other  testa*- 
mentary  instrument,  or  for  any  share  or  part  of  a  per- 
sonal estate  divided  by  force  of  the  Statute  of  Distribu- 
tions or  the  custom  of  any  province  or  place,  should  be 
engrossed,  a  certain  amount  of  duty  should  be  paid.    It 
mentioned  the  word  **  legacy**  generally.     Then  the 
36  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  was  passed  ;  and  it  imposed  a  duty  with 
reference  to  the  value  of  the  legacy,  to  be  calculated  in 
a  certain  way.    And  the  11th  section  of  that  Act  pro- 
Tides  for  the  case  where  the  benefit  is  given  in  such 
terms  that  the  amount  or  value  can  only  be  ascertained 
from  time  to  time  by  actual  application.    That  is  one 
case  which  that  section  provides  for.    The  other  case 
is:  ''or  if  the  amount  or  value  cannot,  by  reason  of  the 
form  or  manner  of  the  gift,  be  so  ascertained  that  the 
duty  can  be  charged  thereon  under  any  other  of  the 
directions  herein  contained."     But  I  should  very  much 
doubt  whether  either  portion  of  this  section  applies  to  a 
case  where  the  whole  subject  of  the  bequest  must  be 
taken  in  solidoy  at  once^  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied, 
in  perpetuity,  in  some  manner  that  may  be  such  that  no 
one  individual  will  ever  participate  in  the  subject  itself, 
but  will  have  a  benefit  which  results  from  the  applica- 
tion of  a  large  sum  of  money  in  some  given  manner,  not 
consisting  in  the  payment  of  money. 
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Attorney- 
Obkeral 

V. 
FiTZGEIULD. 


Then  supposing  that  the  term  "  legacy,"  which  is  a 
general  term  used  in  the  first  of  the  statutes,  is  to  be 
taken  as  descriptive  of  the  thing  which  is  to  be  assessed 
to  the  duty  in  the  subsequent  statutes,  you  clearly  have 
legacies  generally  assessable. 
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Attornet- 
General 

FiTZGBRALP. 


Then,  for  the  purpose  of  assessmeQt,  it  shoald  be 
considered  whether,  if  a  residue  is  given,  as  this  residue 
is,  for  the  purpose  of  founding  a  school,— whether  that 
gift  being  for  the  benefit  of  some  portion  of  the  human 
race,  it  does  not  strictly  come  within  the  description  of 
a  legacy  given  for  the  benefit  of  a  stranger  in  blood  to 
the  deceased.  This  legacy  is  for  the  foundation  of  a 
school  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor  of  Ireland  within  a 
certain  neighbourhoed :  and  my  opinion  is  that  it  is 
assessable  to  the  duty,  at  the  rate  of  10  per  oait; 
because  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  persons  strangers  in 
blood  to  the  deceased.  And  moreover  it  is  so  given  that 
it  does  not  &11  within  the  11th  section  of  the  36  Geo.  3^ 
or  within  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  Judges  in  the 
case  In  the  matter  of  Wil/dtuon :  but  it  is  given,  sub- 
stantially, in  the.  same  manner  as  if  there  were  now 
existing  a  school  for  the  education  of  the  children  of 
the  poor  in  or  about  the  city  of  Limerick,  and  the 
legacy  were  given  to  that  school. 


It  seems  to  me  to  be,  in  substance,  the  same  thing, 
whether  the  aggregate  sum  is,  at  once,  given  for  the 
foundation  of  a  school  de  novo,  or  for  the  continuance 
of  a  school  actually  in  existence*. 

*  See  The  Commimoners  of  Charitable  Donations  v.  Deve- 
reuxf  ante,  p.  145  and  Grant  v.  The  Advocate- general^  poet. 
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lath  July. 

William  hall,  by  his  win  dated  in  1836,  devised 

his  estates  in  Lincolnshire  to  his  son  William  Hall  and  (^delegation  of). 

to  John  BurkUt  and  W.  Woolley,  upon  trust  that  they,  Vendor  and 

or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  of  such  ^^i^e^' 

nrvivor,  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  

his  decease,  but  at  their  discretion,  sell  his  said  estates,  'K^^^^  ^^, 

•,.,..  ,  .     .  ...  ^^  h*8  real 

either  by  pubuc  auction  or  by  pnvate  contract,  and  estates  to  J„ 

either  altogether  or  in  several  parcels,  for  such  price  or  B.,  and  C,  in 

prices  as  they  should  consider  the  value  thereof:  and,  ^^  ^j^^  survivors 

for  the  purpose  of  effecting  any  and  every  such  sale,  he  or  survivor  of 

empowered  his  trustees  and  their  heirs  to  enter  into  and  *"?™>  2'i^ 

"^  „  ,       A«r«  of  the  sur- 

execute  all  necessary  contracts,  conveyances  or  other  vivor,  should 

assurances  to  or  in  favour  of  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  »«  soon  as  con- 

of  such  estates  respectively,  his,  her  or  their  appointees,  ^^  after  hiT*fe- 

heirs  or  assigns :  and  he  declared  that  the  written  re-  cease,  but  at 

ceipt  or  receipts  of  the  said  William  Hall,  the  younger,  |!*®*'*  ^'tTt" 

same :  and  he 
empowered  them  and  their  heirs  to  make  contracts  with  and  con- 
veyances to  the  purchasers:  and  declared  that  the  receipts  of 
them  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs,  executors 
or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  sliould  be  good  discharges  to 
the  purchasers :  and  he  directed  that  they,  their  heirs,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  should  hold  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  upon 
certain  trusts.  A,  and  B.  disclaimed,  and  C.  alone  acted.  He 
devised  the  estates  to  M.  and  N.  upon  the  trusts  a£Pectingthe 
same.  After  his  death,  M,  and  N.  agreed  to  sell  the  estates  to  P. 
Held  that  3/.  and  N.  were  not  entitled  to  execute  the  trust  for 
sale,  as  they  were  the  devisees  and  not  the  heirs  of  C. 


Trustee, — Costs. 

If  an  estate  is  devised  to  A.  and  his  heirs  upon  certain  trusts; 
A,  ought  not  to  devise  the  estate,  but  ought  to  let  it  descend  to 
his  heir.  If  he  devises  it,  his  assets  ought  to  bear  the  costs  of 
getting  Uie  legal  estate  out  of  his  devisee. 
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1842.  John  Burkitt  and  William  fVoollet/,  or  of  the  survivors 

^  or  survivor  of  them^  or  the  heirs,  executors  or  adnunistra- 

^^^^*^*         tor$  of  such  survivor,  should  be  good  discharges  to  the 
^        *  purchasers :  and  he  directed  that  his  trustees,  their  heirs, 

executors  or  administrators  should  stand  possessed  of 
the  money  to  be  produced  from  the  sale  of  his  real 
estates,  upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned :  and  he  be- 
queathed his  personal  estate  to  the  same  trustees,  upon 
trust  that  they  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  t)r 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should, 
as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  decease,  at 
their  discretion,  call  in  and  convert  the  same  into 
money :  and  he  directed  that  his  trustees,  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  should  hold  the 
proceeds  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  upon  the  trusts 
therein  expressed :  and  he  appointed  the  trustees  the 
executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  in  1836.     fVilliam  Hall,  his  son, 
alone  proved  his  will  and  entered  into  the  possession  of« 
his  real  estates.     Burkitt  and  fVooHey  renounced  the 
probate  and  disclaimed  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

William  Hall,  the  son,  continued  in  possession  of  the 
estates  until  his  death.  He  died  in  1841,  having  devised 
all  the  estates  which  were  vested  in  him  as  a  trustee, 
to  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  heirs,  subject  to  the  trusts 
affecting  the  same.  A  few  months  after  his  death,  the 
Plaintiffs,  in  performance  of  the  trust  for  sale  contained 
in  the  will  of  William  Hall,  the  elder,  agreed  to  sell 
part  of  the  devised  estates  to  the  Defendant.  The  De- 
fendant refused  to  complete  his  purchase  on  the  ground 
that  the  Plaintiffs,  as  devisees  under  the  will  of  William 
Hall  the  younger,  could  not  execute  the  trust  for  sale 
contained  in  tlie  will  of  William  Hall  the  elder,  and 
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could  not  make  a  good  title  or  give  a  good  discharge  1842. 

for  the  purchase-money^  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
cestuis  que  trust  under  the  last-mentioned  will. 


Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  in  support  of  a 
demurrer  put  in,  by  the  purchaser,  to  a  bill  for  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  contract,  said  that,  according 
to  the  will  of  ffilliam  Hall  the  elder,  a  discretion  as  to 
the  time  and  manner  of  selling  the  devised  estates,  was 
to  be  exercised ;  and  that  the  only  persons  in  whom 
that  discretion  was  reposed,  were  the  three  persons 
named  as  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  heirs  (not  the  assigns)  of  the  survivor  of  them.— 
[The  Vice-Chancelhr :  The  authority  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts with  the  purchasers  and  to  execute  conveyances 
to  them,  is  given  to  the  trustees  and  their  heirs.'] — ^The 
word  *  heirs,'  there  means  the  heirs  of  the  survivor.    It 
is  true  that  the  word  '  assigns '  occurs  in  a  subsequent 
clause  in  the  will;  but  no  discretion  is  given  to  the 
trustees  by  that  clause. 

In  Bradford  v.  Belfield{a\  your  Honor  held  that  a 
trust  for  sale  vested  in  A.  and  his  heirs,  could  not  be 
exercised  by  an  assign  of  A. ;  notwithstanding  assigns 
were  mentioned  in  the  receipt  clause.     In  the  present 
case  there  is  no  such  variance  between  the  trust  for 
sale  and  the  receipt-clause :  the  one  is  consistent  with 
the  other.     In  Towmend  v.  Wilson  (5),  it  was  decided 
that  a  power  of  sale  given  to  three  persons  and  their 
heirs,  could  not  be   exercised  by  two  of  them  after 
the  death  of  their  co-trustee,  although  the  purchase- 
money  was  directed  to  be  paid   to  the   three  donees 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  II.  p.  264. 
(6)  1  Baru.  &  Aid.  608;  and  3  Madd.  361. 


Cooke 
Crawford, 
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of  the  power,  or  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  ihem,  or 
the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  sach  sur* 
vivor.  If  the  trust  in  this  case  can  be  exercised  by 
the  devisees  of  the  surviving  trustee,  it  might  have 
been  exercised  by  his  alienee  by  deed  :  for  there  is  no 
difference,  in  that  respect,  between  an  alienee  or  assign 
by  act  inter  vivos,  and  an  alienee  or  assign  by  devise* 
Hall  V.  2>fioes(c) ;  Cole  v.  Wade(d).  In  the  last  case 
Sir  William  Chanty  M.  R.,  said  that,  wherever  a  power 
is  of  a  kind  that  indicates  personal  confidence,  it  must 
ho^  prim&  facie,  understood  to  be  confined  to  the  indi- 
vidual to  whom  it  is  given,  and  will  not,  except  by 
express  words,  pass  to  others  to  whom,  by  legal  trans- 
mission, the  same  character  may  happen  to  belong. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Jebb,  in  support  of  the 
will : 

According  to  Adams  v.  Taunton  (f),  the  legal  estate 
in  the  trustrtenemeuts  is  now  vested  in  the  devisees  of 
William  Hall,  the  younger.  It  is  clear  that  he  might 
have  sold  those  tenements ;  and  the  only  question  is 
whether  his  devisees  have  not  the  same  power.  The 
discretion  as  to  the  time  and  mode  of  sale,  is  given  to 
the  trustees  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
heirs  of  such  survivor ;  and  the  power  of  entering  into 
contracts  with  and  executing  conveyances  to  the  pur- 
chasers, is  given  to  the  trustees  and  their  heirs.  It  is 
plain,  therefore,  that  the  testator  intended  the  discre- 
tion to  be  exercised  and  the  contracts  and  conveyances 
to  be  made  by  the  same  persons.  But,  according  to 
the  argument  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  there  would 

(c)   Jac.  Rep.    189.      In  a  Sugd.    on   Pow.    489    ei 

Hall  V.  Dewesy  Lord  Eldon  $eq. 

disapproved  of  the  decision  (d)\^\e^.2T\sceJ^etuq. 

in  Townsend  v.  tVilson.    See  («?)  5  Madd.  435. 
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be  one  person  to  exercise  the  discretion,  and  another  to  1849. 

execute  the  conveyances.    The  receipts  for  the  pur- 

chtse-monies  are  to  be  given  by  the  trustees  or  the  sur- 

Tiforg  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs,  executors  or     no^^j^Q^D. 

administrators  of  such  survivor ;  and,  in  the  very  next 

daose,  he  speaks  of  assigns,  as  well  as  heirs,  executors 

tod  administrators.     He,  therefore,  plainly  had  in  his 

contemplation  persons  who  might  be  nominated  by  the 

surviving  trustee.    Why  then  is  the  word  *  heirs  '  to 

be  held  not  to  include  hdredes  facti  as  well  as  hcsredes 

yiiix  why  is  it  to  be  confined  to  the  latter?    It  would 

be  most  inconvenient  to  hold  that  one  person  is  to  per- 

fi)nD  the  trust  for  sale,  that  another  is  to  execute  the 

coDveyances  to  the  purchasers,  and  that  a  third  is  to 

gire  the  receipts  to  the  purchasers.    Besides,  another 

iiicoQvenience  might  arise  from  holding  that  the  trust 

could  not  be  performed  by  any  person  except  the 

^amnahts.     The  person  filling  that  character  might 

be  an  infant. 

The  case  of  Bradford  v.  JBelfield  is  clearly  distin- 
guishable from  the  present ;  for,  in  that  case,  the  heir 
of  the  trustee  was  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  convey- 
ing the  trust-estate  to  another  person.  He  had  no 
power  to  appoint  a  new  trustee  by  an  act  inter  vivos. 
The  will  in  Cole  v.  Wade  was  of  a  very  different  descrip- 
ti<m  from  the  will  in  the  present  case.  The  trustees 
were  not  only  to  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  the  time  and 
n^ode  of  selling  the  testator's  property,  but  were  also  to 
Klect  the  persons  amongst  whom  the  proceeds  were  to 
be  distributed  and  the  proportions  in  which  they  were 
to  take.  The  testator  evidently  reposed  confidence  in 
4e  trustees  personally :   and,  on  those  grounds.  Sir 

William  Grant  held  that  the  persons  whom  the  sur- 
viving trustee  had  appointed  to  execute  tlie  trusts  of 


00  CASES   IN   CHANCERY. 

1843.  the  testator's  will,  and  who  (it  must  be  remembered) 

'        "  were  not  the  persons  to  whom  he  had  thought  proper  to 

Cooks         entrust  the  management  of  his  own  property,  could  not 

^       '  execute  the  trusts  attempted  to  be  delec:ated  to  them. 

Crawford.      ^,      ,  ,  ,    ,       ,  ,. ,  f   . .      1 

That  learned  Judge,  however,  did  not  decide  that  the 

word  '  heirs '  is  never  to  be  held  to  mean  the  htrres 

factus,  but  is,  in  all  cases,  to  be  confined  to  the  h<rres 

naius. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer  in  this  case,  must 
be  allowed ;  for  it  is  plain  that  the  persons  whom  the 
surviving  trustee  has  thought  proper  to  appoint  to  exe- 
cute the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will,  are  persons  to  whom 
no  authoiity  was  given,  for  that  purpose,  by  the  testa- 
tor ;  and  there  is  no  case  in  which  a  person  not  men- 
tioned by  the  party  creating  the  trust,  has  been  held 
entitled  to  execute  it. 

I  have  always  understood,  ever  since  the  point  was 
decided  in  Hawkins  v.  Kemp  (/),  (or,  rather  was,  as  the 
Judges  said  in  that  case,  properly  abandoned  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  as  not  capable  of  being  contended 
for)  that,  where  two  or  more  persons  are  appointed  trus- 
tees, and  all  of  them,  except  one,  renounce,  the  trust  may 
be  executed  by  that  one.  That  decision,  if  it  may  be 
so  called,  has  been  approved  of  by  Lord  Eldan  and 
other  Judges. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  testator  has  devised  his 
estates  in  the  county  of  Lincoln^  to  his  son,  William 
HaUy  and  his  friends,  James  BurkiU  and  William 
Woo/ley,  upon  trust  that  they  and  the  survivors  or  sur- 

(/)  3  East,  410. 
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▼iTor  of  them  or  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  should,  as 
800II  as  conveniently  might  be  after  bis  decease,  but  at 
their  discretion,  sell  his  estates  either  by  public  auction 
or  by  private  contract,  and  either  altogether  or  in  par- 
cels, for  such  price  or  prices  as  they  should  consider 
the  value  thereof;  and,  for  tbe  purpose  of  effecting  any 
and  every  such  sale,  he  has  empowered  his  trustees  and 
their  heirs  to  enter  into  and  execute  all  necessary  con- 
tracts, conveyances  and  other  assurances  to  or  in  favour 
of  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  of  his  estates*  Then 
he  proceeds  to  declare  that  the  written  receipt  or  re- 
ceipts of  the  trustees,  or  of  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  of  such 
survivor,  shall  be  good  discharges  to  the  purchasers. 


1842. 


It  is  observable  that  the  testator  has  not  used  the 

word  'assigns'  either  in  the  clause  in  which  he  has 

created  the  trust  for  sale,  or  in  either  of  the  two  clauses 

that  follow  it,  in  which  he  points  out  the  machinery  by 

which  the  sale  is  to  be  effected.    He  does  not  introduce 

that  word  until  be  begins  to  speak  of  something  that  is 

to  be  done  after  the  sale  has  taken  place,  that  is,  until 

be  declares  the  trusts  upon  which  the  proceeds  of  the 

lak  are  to  be  held.    Therefore,  it  is  plain  that,  when 

William  Hall,  who,  by  the  disclaimer  of  Burkitt  and 

Woolley,  became  the  sole  trustee,  thought  fit  to  devise 

the  legal  estate  that  was  vested  in  him,  he  did  an  act 

%hich  he  was  not  authorized  to  do. 


And  here  I  must  enter  my  protest  against  the  propo- 
sitioD,  which  was  stated  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
that  it  is  a  beneficial  thing  for  a  trustee  to  devise  an 
^tate  which  is  vested  in  him  in  that  character.  My 
opinion  is  that  it  is  not  beneficial  to  the  testator's  estate 
^at  he  should  be  allowed  to  dispose  of  it  to  whomsoever 

Vol.  XIII.  H 
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he  may  think  proper;  nor  is  it  lawful  for  him  to  make 
any  disposition  of  it  He  ought  to  permit  it  to  descend  ; 
for,  in  so  doing,  he  acts  in  accordance  with  the  devise 
made  to  him.  If  he  devises  the  estate,  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  the  Court,  if  it  were  urged  so  to  do,  would 
order  the  costs  of  getting  the  legal  estate  out  of  the 
devisee,  to  be  borne  by  the  assets  of  the  trustee.  I  see 
no  substantial  distinction  between  a  conveyance  by  act 
inter  vivas,  and  a  devise ;  for  the  latter  is  nothing  but  a 
post  mortem  conveyance ;  and,  if  the  one  is  unlawful^  the 
other  must  be  unlawful. 


It  appears  to  me  that,  as  my  decision  in  Bradford  v. 
Belfield  has  been  acquiesced  in.  the  question  raised  by 
the  demurrer  in  this  case,  is  concluded  by  that  decision : 
but,  if  it  is  not,  then  the  authority  of  Townsend  v.  Wil- 
son is  binding  on  the  point.  And  my  opinion  is  that  the 
Plaintiffs,  who  may  be  properly  called  the  assigns  of 
William  Hall,  the  sole  acting  trustee  of  the  testator's 
will,  are  not  the  persons  to  execute  the  trusts  of  that 
will :  consequently,  I  shall  allow  the  demurrer. 
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CRESY  V.  BEAVAN*.  ,3^^. 

16th  July. 
1  HE  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing a  bond  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  on  the  ground       Jnjunctwn 
tbat  it  had  been  wholly  paid,  and  for  an  injunction  to  

restrain  an  action  at  law  thereon.     The  bill,  however,  ^  Plaintiff  who 

.  n        1  '        t  1  ,     .  *****  obtained 

made  no  case  for  taking  the  accounts  prayed  by  it,  on  the  common 

the  ground  of  their  being  complicated.  injunction,  can 

not  sustain  it 
on  grounds 
The  common  injunction   was  obtained  for  want  of  contained  in 

m^^^^  the  answer,  but 


The  Defendant  afterwards  put  in  his  answer,  in  which 
he  stated  circumstances  and  accounts  of  some  com- 
plexity, which  showed  that  a  large  sum  was  still  due 
on  the  bond. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  Plaintiff,  now 
showed  cause,  upon  the  merits  confessed  in  the  answer, 
against  dissolving  the  injunction,  and  contended  that  it 
appeared,  from  the  answer,  that  the  accounts  were  of 
that  complicated  nature  that  they  could  not  be  properly 
taken  except  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Beavan,  for  the  Defendant, 
uifiisted,  amongst  other  arguments,  that  it  was  not  com- 
petent for  the  Plaintiff  to  sustain  the  injunction  on 
Sn>unds  not  raised  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  Wakefield  in  reply. 

*  The  Reporter  is  indebted  to  his  friend  Mr.  Beavan  for 
the  above  report. 

H  2 
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1842.  The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

Crest  ^^^  ^*^®®  before  me  for  consideration,  is  whether  the 

V.  rule  nisi  should  be  made  absolute* 


BXAVAH. 


Now  one  must  consider  what  is  the  case  which  the 
Plaintiff  has  chosen  to  make,  and  what  is  the  admission 
of  that  case  on  the  answer ;  because,  if  the  Plaintiff 
chooses  to  select  a  set  of  circumstances  as  constituting  his 
case,  and  the  Defendant,  on  his  answer,  represents  that 
the  facts  of  the  case  were  totally  different,  and  are  such 
as  he  represents  on  his  answer,  this  Court  will  not  allow 
the  Plaintiff,  in  opposition  to  his  own  case  on  the  bill, 
to  speculate  on  the  facts  which  are  stated  in  the  Defen- 
dant's answer,  and  say  that,  out  of  them,  an  equity 
arises  which  he  has  not  thought  proper  in  the  first 
instance  to  adopt.  In  the  case  of  the  executors  of  Mr. 
Plotcden  against  a  person  who  was  Mr.  WakefieUTs 
client,  a  case  of  a  given  kind  was  stated  on  the  bill. 
The  defendant  put  in  an  answer,  certainly  stating  some 
very  strong  circumstances,  and  on  which  one  might  have 
thought  that,  if  they  had  been  only  adopted  by  the 
plaintiff  in  his  bill  and  confessed  by  the  defendant, 
there  would  have  been  a  clear  case  for  an  injunction 
against  the  defendant.  But  what  happened?  The 
matter  was  opened  to  me  as  if  the  case  between  the 
parties  was  the  case  in  the  answer ;  whereas  the  very 
first  observation  made  to  me  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, was  that  the  case  stated  for  the  plaintiff  was  that 
described  in  the  answer,  but  it  was  not  the  case  alleged 
on  the  bill.  What  was  actually  done  ?  I  dissolved  the 
injunction;  and  then  the  bill  was  amended,  abandoning 
the  original  case  and  substituting  the  case  which  the 
defendant  had  put  on  his  answer :  after  which,  when 
an  appUcation  was  made  to  me,  I,  of  course,  granted  an 
injunction. 


Beavak. 
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Now  this  present  bill  has  not  at  all  raised  the  points  1843. 

which  have  been  discussed  before  me  to  day ;  because,  ' 

after  stating  some  of  the  preliminary  facts  about  which  Crest 

there  is  no  dispute,  it  states  that  the  last-mentioned 
bond  was  fully  satisfied.  The  Defendant,  by  his  answer, 
gives  a  positive  denial  to  all  this,  following  the  very 
language  of  the  bill ;  and  then  he  represents  that  various 
orders  were  made  by  the  Court  in  France :  and  there  being 
no  averment  at  all  in  the  bill  respecting  those  orders, 
frim&  fade,  that  is  a  sufficient  statement  that  they  were 
made  and  were  binding,  and  that  they  were  made  by  a 
Court  of  competent  authority. 

If  the  Plaintiff  thinks  that,  by  means  of  the  statements 
which  the  Defendant  has  put  on  his  answer,  if  put  on  his 
bill  and  adopted  as  his  case,  and  by  reasoning  on  them, 
he  can  show  that  he  has  an  equity,  let  him  do  so.  All 
that  I  can  say  is  this,  that  as  the  Plaintiff  has  thought 
proper,  for  the  purpose  of  this  discussion,  to  mis-state 
his  case,  and  as  the  Defendant  has  altogether  denied 
the  case  made  by  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  my  opinion  is  that 
the  order  must  be  made  absolute. 
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184a: 
8th  July. 


CHESTER  V.  CHADWICK. 


Appointment. 
Potoer. 

Testator  gave 


William  Chester,  by  his  win  dated  the  isth 

oF  June  1812,  gave  7,000  /.  consols  to  trustees,  in  trust 

to  pay  the  dividends  to  his  son  for  life,  and,  after  the 

7,000  /.  stock  to  son's  decease,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  capital  and  the 

trustees,  in  dividends  thereof  to  and  amonffst  all  his  children,  at 

trust  to  pay  the         t     •  •  *  . 

dividends  to  his  ^^C"  ^*°^^  ^^  times,  age  or  ages,  and  in  such  proportions, 

son  for  life,  and,  manner  and  form,  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes,  in 

to  pay  Uie^^pi-  *''  respecte,  as  the  son  should,  by  deed  or  will,  appoint; 

talanddividends  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  to  pay  and 

^?*°^*™^°5*^   divide  the   same   unto   and   equally  amongst  all  the 

all  his  children,  1      ,1         . 

at  such  time  or   children,  as  and  when  they  should  attain  21  being  sons, 

or  at  that  age  or  on  their  marriage  being  daughters ;  and 
in  the  meantime  to  apply  the  dividends  for  their  main- 
tenance, education  and  support,  or  placing  them  out  in 
the  world  in  such  manner  as  the  trustees  should  think 
fit :  and  the  testator  empowered  the  trustees  to  apply 
all  or  any  part  of  each  child's  proportion  of  the  capital, 
during  his  or  her  minority,  in  the  advancement  or 
placing  out  in  the  world  of  that  child  as  they  should 

of  appointment,  Ujint  ^^uld  tend  to  his  or  her  benefit  and  advantage: 
to  pay  and  ® 

divide  the  same    ^"^  ^^  directed  that,  in  default  of  appointment  by  his 
unto  and 

equally  amongst  all  the  children  as  they  should  severallv  attain 
21,  and,  in  the  mean  time,  to  appl^  the  dividends  for  their  main- 
tenance as  the  trustees  should  think  fit.  The  son,  by  his  will, 
directed  that  the  stock  should  not  be  divided  amongst  his  children 
until  their  mother's  death,  and  that  she  shovld  receive  the  dividends 
during  her  life,  and  apply  the  same^  in  the  exercise  of  her  sound  dis' 
cretioutjbr  the  best  interest  and  advantage  of  his  children^  and  that, 
on  her  death,  the  capital  should  be  divided  amongst  the  children 
in  certain  proportions.  The  son  left  eleven  children,  some  of 
whom  were  adult. 

Held  that  the  son's  will  was  not  a  good  execution  of  the  power, 
so  far  as  it  directed  the  dividends  of  the  stock  to  be  paid  to  his 
wife  during  her  life. 


times,  age  or 
ages,  and  in 
such  propor- 
tions, manner 
and  form,  and 
for  such  intents 
and  purposes 
in  all  respects 
as  the  son 
should  appoint ; 
and,  in  default 
"appoi 
pay  j 
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son,  the  children  should  take  a  vested  interest  in  the 
capital  as  and  when  they  should  attain  21,  being  sons, 
or  at  that  age  or  on  their  marriage,  being  daughters. 

The  testator  died  on  the  12th  of  February  1816. 

The  son,  by  his  will  dated  the  13th  March  1836, 

after  expressing  his  wish  that  such  of  his  daughters  as, 

at  his  death,  should  be  unmarried,  and  also  his  youngest 

son,  should  remain  under  the  guardianship  of  their 

mother;  directed,  in  order  that  their  mother  might  be 

better  enabled  to  extend  her  care  and  protection  to 

them,  and  in  conformity  with  the  powers  vested  in  him 

by  his  father's  will,  that  the  7,000/.  stock  should  7U)t 

he  divided  amongit  his  children  at  they  should  severally 

attain  21,  hut  that  the  division  thereof  should  not  take 

place  until  after  the  decease  of  their  mother,  and  that 

she  should  receive  the  dividends  for  her  life,  and  apply 

ike  same,  in  the  exercise  of  her  sound  discretion,  for  the 

best  interest  and  advantage  of  his  children :  and  he  also 

directed  that,  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  the  sum  of 

6,0002.  of  the  consols  should  be  equally  divided  amongst 

liis  five  youngest  children,  with  benefit  of  survivorship 

amongst  them  whenever  they  should  attain  21  being 

sons,  or  on  their  marriage  being  daughters,  and  that  the 

interest  should  be  applied,  during  the  minority  of  each 

of  them,  for  his  or  her  maintenance  and  education,  and 

that,  after  the  death  of  their  mother,  the  remaining 

2,0002.  of  the  consols  should  be  divided  amongst  his  six 

eldest  children,  in  manner  following  (that  is  to  say),  to 

his  eldest  son  Edward  William  Chester,  1,500/.  consols, 

to  Robert  Chester,  50  L  consols,  to  Charlotte  Copleston, 

50/.  consols,  to  Caroline  Dartnell,  100/.  consols,  to 

Louisa   Blenkinsop,  60/.  consols,  and   the   remaining 
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CUADWICK. 


260/.  consols  to  Emma  Wapshaw;  and  that,  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  either  of  the  legatees  of  the  five 
last-mentioned  sums  before  the  period  assigned  for  the 
payment  of  the  same,  such  sum  or  sums  should  be  paid 
to  bis  youngest  son,  or,  in  case  of  bis  death,  to  the 
youngest  of  his  surviving  children:  and  he  further 
directed,  in  tbe  full  confidence  which  he  had  in  the 
sound  discretion  and  judgment  of  his  wife,  that,  pro- 
vided it  should  appear  to  her  tbat  the  interest  and 
advantage  of  his  children  generally,  or  of  any  one  of 
them  in  particular,  would  be  promoted  by  the  payment 
of  his  or  her  proportion  of  the  monies  derived  by  his 
will,  before  the  decease  of  his  wife,  then  the  trustees  of 
his  father's  will  (with  the  desire  and  instruction  of  his 
wife  to  them  communicated  in  writing)  should  pay 
over,  to  such  child  or  children,  the  share  or  shares 
to  which  such  child  or  children  should  be  severally 
entitled  by  his  will. 


William  ChesteTf  the  son,  died  on  the  14th  of  March 
1836,  leaving  eleven  children ;  seven  of  whom  were  of 
age  when  the  bill  was  filed. 


The  bill  was  filed  by  all  the  children,  in  May  1842; 
and,  afler  stating  as  above,  it  alleged  that  the  trustees  of 
their  grandfather's  will,  with  the  consent  of  soch  of  the 
Plaintifis  as  were  of  age,  had  paid  the  whole  of  the  divi- 
dends of  the  stock,  up  to  the  6th  of  January  then  last,  to 
the  Plaintifis' mother,  for  the  maintenance,  education,and 
support  of  her  children  who  were  under  age,  all  of  whom 
resided  with  her:  that  doubts  having  been  entertained 
whether  the  appointment  made  by  the  will  of  William 
Chester  the  souy  was,  in  all  respects,  a  valid  execution  of 
the  power  vested  in  him  by  his  father's  will,  so  far  as 
regarded  the  appropriation  of  the  dividends  of  the  stock 
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and  the  postponement  of  the  payment  of  the  capital, 
the  trustees  had  declined  to  mdce  any  farther  payment 
of  the  dividends  or  to  deal  with  the  capital  without 
the  direction  of  the  Court :  and  the  Plaintiffs  submit- 
ted that  the  direction,  contained  in  the  will  of  William 
Chester  the  younger,  for  postponing  the  payment  of  the 
shares  of  the  stock  appointed  by  him  to  his  children, 
was  inoperative,  and  that  such  shares  were  payable, 
immediately,  to  such  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  were  adult,  and 
that  the  shares  of  the  infant  Plaintiffs  would  be  payable 
on  their  attaining  21,  or,  as  to  such  of  them  as  were 
females,  on  their  marriage,  although  their  mother  might 
be  then  living. 


1843. 


Chester 


Chadwick. 


The  bill  prayed  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  William 
Chester  the  elder  might  be  performed  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Court,  having  regard  to  the  appointment 
or  intended  appointment  made  by  William  Chester  the 
younger,  and  that  the  trustees  might  be  directed  to  pay 
the  dividends  of  the  stock  which  had  accrued  since  the 
6th  of  January  last,  on  the  shares  of  such  of  the  Plaintiffs 
as  were  adult,  to  them,  and  also  to  pay  to  them  the 
shares  of  the  capital  appointed  to  them  by  their  father's 
will :  and  to  pay  the  residue  of  the  dividends  to  the 
mother  of  the  Plaintiffs,  for  the  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion of  such  of  them  as  were  infants  and  unmarried  : 
and  that  the  trustees  might  be  directed  to  pay  and  apply 
all  future  dividends  of,  and  all  the  capital  of  the  shares 
of  such  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  were  infants,  as  the  Court 
should  think  proper,  according  to  the  trusts  affecting 
the  same  under  the  two  wills. 


Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Glasse,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  said 
that,  by  the  fiEither*s  will,  the  stock  which  was  the  sub- 
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ject  of  the  power,  was  to  be  divided  amongst  the  son's 
children,  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  son  should  appoint; 
and,  therefore,  the  son  was  justified  in  postponing  the 
division  until  after  his  wife's  death ;  that  the  direction 
respecting  the  dividends  of  the  stock,  was  not  liable  to 
the  objection,  delegatus  nan  potest  delegare;  for  they 
were  to  be  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  who 
were  objects  of  the  power;  and  the  mother  could  not 
withhold  a  single  shilling  from  them,  nor  was  any  dis- 
cretion given  to  her  as  to  the  objects  or  the  quantity  of 
interest  that  they  were  to  take ;  and  that  the  words : 
**  in  the  exercise  of  her  sound  discretion/'  did  not  at  all 
afiect  the  validity  of  the  appointment,  as  they  were 
implied  in  the  direction  to  apply  the  dividends  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  children ;  and,  if  the  discretion  was 
not  soundly  exercised,  the  Court  would  control  it. 
Ingram  v.  Ingram  (a) ;  Alexander  v.  Alexander  (6). 


Mr.  Jones  appeared  for  the  Defendants,  who  were  the 
trustees  of  the  stock  and  the  mother  of  the  Plaintifis ; 
but— 

The  Vice-chancellor,  without  hearing  him,  said, 
shortly :  It  appears  to  me  to  be  totally  void. 

The  decree  declared  that  the  will  of  William  Chester, 
the  son,  was  not  a  good  appointment  under  the  power 
given  by  the  will  of  William  Chester,  the  father,  so  far 
as  the  will  of  the  son  directed  the  income  of  the  fund 
in  question  to  be  paid  to  the  Defendant  Mary  Ann 
Chester  during  her  life ;  and  that,  as  to  the  income  of 
the  fund  during  the  life  of  the  mother,  the  same  was 


{a)  2  Atk.  88. 


(fi)  2  Vex.  640. 
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payable  under  the  limitation  in  default  of  appointment 
contained  in  the  will  of  the  father.  The  decree  then 
ordered,  with  ike  coment  of  the  seven  aduli  children,  that 
seven  elevenths  of  the  dividends  of  the  fund  should  be 
}Mud  to  the  Defendant  Mary  Ann  Chester,  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  four  infant  Plaintiffs^  until  further  order, 
and  that  the  remaining  four  elevenths  should  be  paid  to 
her  for  the  same  purpose. 


184a. 
' ^ 

Chester 

o. 

Cqadwice. 


[Reg.  Lib.  A.  1841,  fo.  1354  b. 
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20th,  Q5th,  and  TREVOR  v.  TREVOR. 

•iyth  July. 

WilL  Viscount  ha  MPDEN,  being  seised  of  real  estat 

Construction,    in  Sussex  and  in  Bedfordshire^  and  being  possesaed 
male  "  "      personal  estate  to  a  large  amounti  made  three  separa 

Testator  devised  his  estates  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  settle  and  con- 
vey the  same  to  the  use  of  or  in  trust  for  G.  R.  (who  had  then  no 
issue)  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  remainder  to  his 
issue  in  tail  male,  in  strict  settlement. 

Held  that  the  words  '  in  tail  male  *  were  descriptive,  not  of  the 
issue,  but  of  the  interest  that  they  were  to  have :  and  that  the  estates 
ought  to  be  settled  on  G.  R.  for  life,  without  impeachment  &c.,  with 
remainders  to  his  sons,  successively,  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
his  daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  male,  with  cross  remain- 
ders in  tail  male.  

Construction, — Jointure. — Power. 
Testator  directed  a  settlement  to  be  made  of  his  estates,  and  a 
power  to  be  inserted  in  it,  enabling  the  tenant  for  life  to  jointure  any 
wife  or  wives,  at  one  or  several  times,  to  the  extent  of  one  fifih  part 
of  the  then  ordinary  annual  rental  of  the  estates.  Held  that  the  set- 
tlement ought  to  authorize  the  tenant  for  life  to  charge  the  estates 
with  a  clear  yearly  rent-charge,  not  exceeding  one  fifth  of  the  yearly 
rent  of  the  estates  payable  at  the  time  of  creating  the  charge. 

fnU. — Construction. — Shifting- clause. 
Testator  made  two  wills,  one  of  his  estates  in  Sussex,  and  the  other 
of  his  estates  in  Bedfordshire.  By  the  latter,  he  devised  those  estates 
to  trustees,  in  trust  to  settle  them  on  G.  i2.,  who  was  heir  to  the 
barony  of  Z).,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male,  in  strict 
settlement :  '*  Upon  the  like  condition  to  that  I  have  made  in  my 
will  of  my  Sussex  estates,  so  far  as  the  change  of  circumstances  will 
permit,  thai  the  said  estates  shall  go  over  to  the  party  next  entitled, 
on  the  person  for  the  time  being  possessed,  becoming  entitled  to  the 
barony  of  D.'*  Held,  regard  being  had  to  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates,  that  the  succession  of  a  child  or  any  male  issue  of  a  child  of 
G.  jR.  to  the  barony,  ought  not  to  exclude  that  child,  or  his  issue 
male,  from  the  enjoyment  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates,  unless  some 
other  child,  or  the  issue  male  of  some  other  child  of  G.  R.  were  in 
existence,  to  whom  those  estates  might  go  over. 

Will. — Construction. — Shifling-cltuse.^^Name  and  Arms. 
Testator  directed  his  estates  to  be  settled  on  G.  R.  for  life,  with 
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wills ;  one  relating  to  his  Sussex  estates,  another,  to  his 
Bedfordshire  estates,  and  the  third,  to  his  personal 
estate.  By  his  will  relating  to  his  Sttssex  estates,  which 
was  dated  the  6th  of  September  1824,  he  gave  all  his 
estates  in  that  county  to  the  Honourable  Henry  Brand 
for  his  life  or  until  he  should  succeed  to  the  barony  of 
Dacre,  then  enjoyed  by  his  brother  Thomas  Lord  Dacre, 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  except  spoil  or  destruc- 
tion or  voluntary  or  permissive  waste  in  houses  and 
buildings,  with  power  to  lease  any  part  of  the  estates 
for  21  years  in  possession,  at  rack  rents ;  and,  after  his 
decease  or  his  succeeding  to  the  barony  of  Dacre,  the 
testator  gave  the  estates  to  Thomas  Brand,  the  eldest 
son  of  Henry  Brand,  for  life  or  until  he  should  succeed 
to  the  barony  of  Dacre,  with  like  power  of  leasing  and 
without  impeachment  of  waste  except  as  aforesaid; 
and,  after  the  determination  of  the  estate  of  Thomas 
Brand  in  his  lifetime  by  any  other  means  than  his  suc- 
cession to  the  barony  of  Dacre,  the  testator  gave  the 
estates  to  trustees,  during  his  life  or  until  he  should 
succeed  to  the  barony  of  Dacre,  upon  trust  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders;  and,  after  his  decease  or  his 
succeeding  to  such  barony,  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
successively  in  tail  male,  and,  in  default  of  such  issue, 
to  Henry  Brand,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Pro- 
vided that,  whenever  any  son  of  Thomas  Brand  or  his 


remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male,  in  strict  settlement;  upon  condi- 
tion that  all  persons  from  time  to  time  to  come  into  possession  of  the 
estotes,  should  take  and  use  the  name  and  arms  of  T.  Held  that  the 
estates  ought  to  be  settled  on  G.  R,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
sons  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his  daughters  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail  male,  with  cross  remainders  in  tail  male : 
and  that  the  proviso  to  be  inserted  in  the  settlement,  as  to  taking 
the  name  and  arms,  and  for  giving  over  the  estates  on  default,  ought 
to  be  so  ex()ressed,  as  to  take  away  the  estates  from  the  defaulting 
party  and  his  descendants  only :  that  is,  if  a  grandson  of  G.  R,  were 
the  defaulting  party,  the  consequence  ought  not  to  extend  to  the 
grandson's  brothers. 
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issue  male  should  succeed  to  the  barony  of  Dacre,  the 
estate  of  the  person  so  succeeding  thereto  (provided  that 
there  should  be  then  in  existence  any  other  son  or  issue 
male  of  any  other  son  of  Thomas  Brand)  should  deter- 
mine in  like  manner  as  if  the  son  of  Thomas  Brand  who 
or  whose  issue  male  should  so  succeed  to  the  barony, 
were  not  only  actually  dead,  but  as  if  there  were  also  an 
utter  failure  or  extinction  of  male  issue  of  such  son  of 
Thomas  Brand,  and,  thereupon,  the  estates  should  go 
over  to  the  next  or  other  son  of  Thomas  Brand  or  his 
issue  male  to  be  entitled  under  the  devises  aforesaid. 
Provided  that  every  person  who,  under  the  devises 
aforesaid,  might  come  into  the  possession  of  the  estates, 
should,  within  one  year  afterwards,  either  by  licence 
from  the  Crown  or  other  proper  means,  take  and  bear 
the  surname  and  arms  of  Trevor :  and  that  in  case  any 
such  person  should,  for  such  space  of  one  year,  neglect 
or  refuse  to  take  and  bear  such  name  and  arms,  or 
should  afterwards  discontinue  to  use  the  same,  then  the 
estate  of  such  person  should  cease,  if  a  tenant  for  life, 
as  if  he  were  dead,  and,  if  a  tenant  in  tail,  as  if  he  were 
dead  and  there  were  also  an  utter  extinction  or  failure 
of  his  issue  male,  or  of  the  issue  male  of  the  ancestor 
through  whom  he  acquired  his  estate  tail ;  and,  there- 
upon, the  estates  should  go  over  to  the  person  entitled 
under  the  gifts  aforesaid,  as  if  such  event  or  events  had 
actually  happened. 


The  will  by  which  the  testator  disposed  of  his  Bed- 
fordshire  estates,  was  dated  the  8th  September  1824, 
and  was  in  the  following  words : 


Will  if  the         **l  give  and  devise,  unto   the  Honourable  Henry 

Bedfordshire     Brand  and  Joseph  Rogers  and  their  heirs,  all  my  real 

estates  in  the  county  of  Bedford,  upon  trust  that  they  do 
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and  shall  settle  and  convey  the  same  to  the  use  of  or  1844. 

in  trust  for  the  Honourable  George  Rice,  son  of  Lord      '        ' 
Dynevor,  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  except        TEEvoa 
permissive  waste  or  spoliation ;  with  remainder  to  hit       ^^^^ 
issue  in  tail  male  in  strict  settlement,  upon   condition 
that  all  person  or  persons  from  time  to  time  to  come 
into  possession  of  the  said  settled  estates,  do  and  shall, 
^virithin  one  year  afterwards,  take  the  name  and  bear  the 
cums  of  Trevor;  and  also  upon  the  like  condition  to 
'fthat  I  have  made  in  my  will  of  my  Sussex  estate,  so 
^ar  as  the  change  of  circumstances  will  permit,  that  the 
said  estate  shall  go  over  to  the  party  next  entitled,  on 
^the  person  for  the  time  being  possessed,  becoming 
entitled  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor ;  and,  in  default  of 
mich  issue  of  the  said  George  Rice,  I  devise  my  said 
Bedfordshire  estate,  unto  the  said  Henry  Brand,  his 
lieire  and  assigns  for  ever.    And  I  direct  that,  in  the 
said  intended  settlement,  shall  be  contained  the  usual, 
ordinary,  or  fair  and  reasonable  powers  of  leasing  for  the 
said  George  Rice;  and  like  powers  for  the  trustees  to 
preserve  the  contingent  remainders  during  the  minority 
of  tenants  in  tail  in  possession ;  and  also  a  power  for 
the  said  George  Rice  to  jointure  any  wife  or  wives,  at 
one  or  several  times,  to  the  extent  of  one  fifth  part  of 
the  then  ordinary,  annual  rental  of  the  settled  estates ; 
and  also  a  power  for  the  said  George  Rice  to  portion  a 
yoonger  child  or  younger  children,  in  such  manner  that 
the  said  estates  shall  not,  for  such  purpose,  be  liable  to 
a  greater  burden  than  the  10,000/.  and  interest  thereon 
at  4  per  cent,  per  annum ;  but  so  that  the  apportion- 
ment among  the  children  be,  in  every  respect,  at  the 
option,  under  the  dominion  of  the  said  George  Rice ; 
and  so  that  such  settlement  contain  the  usual  powers  of 
Bale,  exchange,  partition  and  enfranchisement  for  the 
said  George  Rice  and  the  executors  during  the  mino- 
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rity  of  each  tenant  in  tail  in  possension;  and  a  power 
of  appointing  new  trustees,  and  every  other  proper  or 
usual  power,  provision,  trust  or  clause  that  may  be 
necessary  or  expedient  in  or  for  settlements  of  a  like 
nature.  And  it  is  my  will  and  intention  that,  notwith- 
standing the  absolute  devises  contained  in  my  will 
of  the  Sussex  estate  in  favour  of  the  said  Henry  Brand 
and  his  son  and  issue  maUf  that  a  settlement,  under  the 
direction  of  the  said  Henry  Brand  and  Joseph  Rogers, 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  be  made  of  such  estates,  so  as 
to  include  such  powers,  provisions  and  clauses,  mutatis 
mutandis,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  concerning  my 
Bedfordshire  estates." 


The  testator,  by  his  will  relating  to  his  personal 
estate,  which  was  dated  the  7th  September  1824,  ap- 
pointed John  Brooks,  Robert  Trevor  and  Joseph  Rogers 
his  executors;  and,  by  a  codicil  dated  the  following 
day,  he  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his 
executors,  upon  trust  to  lay  out  one  third  part  of  it  in 
the  purchase  of  estates  by  way  of  addition  to  and  to  be 
settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  Sussex  estates;  and 
to  lay  out  another  third  part  in  the  purchase  of  estates 
by  way  of  addition  to  and  to  be  settled  to  the  same 
uses  as  the  Bedfordshire  estate. 


Testator's 
death. 


The  testator  died  on  the  9th  of  September  1B24. 
Thomas  Lord  Daere  (the  brother  of  Henry  Brand), 
George  Lord  Dynevor  and  George  Boscawen,  esquire, 
were  the  testator's  coheirs. 

George  Rice  Trevor  was  the  only  son  of  Gfearge  Lord 
Dynevor,  and  heir  apparent  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor, 
which  is  a  barony  by  letters  patent,  and  descendible  to 
heirs  male  only.    The  barony  of  Dacre  is  a  barony  by 
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writ,  and  is  descendible  to  heirs  general.     Soon  after  the  1842. 

testator's  death  Henry  Brand  and  George  Rice  assumed 

the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor.  Irrvor 

Trevor. 
George  Rice  Trevor  had  no  issue  at  the  testator's 

cSeath:  but  he  afterwards  had  five  daughters,  of  whom 

-^'ranees  Emily  was  the  eldest. 

The  Court  having  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  approve 
^^f  a  proper  settlement,  in  pursuance  of  the  will  and 
^^odicil,  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates  of  which  the  testa- 
^^4>T  died  seised,  and  of  the  estates  which  had  been  pur- 
^:hased  in  addition  thereto,  with  one  third  of  the  testa- 
'•or's  residuary  personal  estate,  the  Master  approved  of 
the  draft  of  a  settlement  by  which  the  estates  were   Settlement 
expressed  to  be  conveyed  to  George  Rice  Trevor  for  approved  by  the 
life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  except  permissive 
waste  or  spoliation  ;  with  remainder  to  trustees  during 
his  life,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;   with  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail 
male;   with  remainder  to  Henry  Trevor  in  fee;   with 
power  to  George  Rice  Trevor  from  time  to  time,  and 
at  one  or  several  times,  to  appoint  to  his  present  or  any 
future  wife  for  the  time  being,  for  her  life,  for  her  join- 
ture, any  annual  sum  or  yearly  rent-charge,  not  exceed- 
ing in  amount,  for  any  such  wife,  one  fifth  part  of  the 
then  ordinary  annual  rental  of  the  estates  then  standing 
settled  to  the  uses  of  the  settlement,  and  to  be  made 
payable  half-yearly  or  quarterly,  and  to  be  issuing  out  of 
and  charged  upon  all  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  here- 
ditaments therein  mentioned  to  be  thereby  released :  and 
also  with  power  to  G.  R.  Trevor  during  his  life,  and, 
after  his  decease,  to  the  persons  named  as  trustees  in 
the  draft,  to  lease  the  estates,  during  the  minority  of 
any  son  of  George  Rice  Trevor^  who,  under  the  limita- 
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tions,  should  be  entitled  to  the  actual  freehold  or  iuhe- 
ritance  of  the  estates  :  and  with  a  proviso  that,  in  case 
Oeorge  Rice  Trevor,  or  any  son  of  his  body,  or  any  issue 
male  of  any  such  son,  should  succeed  to  the  barony  of 
Dynevor,  then  and  in  such  case  and  so  often  as  the  same 
should  happen,  the  estates  should  go  and  remain  to  the 
uses  to  which  the  same  would  have  stood  Umited  under 
the  limitations  therein  contained,  if  tlie  person  who 
should  so  succeed  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor  were  dead, 
and  if,  in  the  case  of  such  person  being  a  son  of  George 
Rice  Trevor  or  any  issue  male  of  any  such  son,  tiere 
was  a  failure  of  the  issue  male  of  such  son:  and  also  with 
a  proviso  that  every  person  who,  under  the  limitations, 
should  become  entitled  to  the  estates  for  an  estate  in 
tail  male  in  possession*,  should,  within  one  year  after- 
wards, take  and  use  the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor ;  and 
that  in  case  any  such  person  should  refuse  or  neglect  so 
to  do,  or  should,  at  any  time  afterwards,  discontinue  to 
use  such  name  or  arms,  or  in  case  George  JRice  Trevor, 
or  any  other  person  who,  at  the  time  of  his  so  becoming 
entitled,  should  use  such  name  and  arms,  should,  at  any 
time  thereafter  discontinue  to  use  the  same,  then  the 
estates  should  go  and  remain  to  the  uses  to  which  the 
same  would  have  stood  limited,  under  the  limitations 
therein  contained,  if  the  person  who  should  so  refuse^ 
neglect  or  discontinue  were  dead,  and  if,  in  the  case  of 
such  person  being  a  son  of  George  Rice  Trevor  or  any 
issue  male  of  any  such  son,  there  were  a  failure  of  the 
issue  male  of  such  son. 

Exceptions  George  Rice  Trevor  excepted  to  the  report :  first,  be- 

^^^  ^^  cause  the  Master  had  not  inserted  in  the  draft,  imme- 

O. R.  iretor.  ' 

*  There  seems  to  be  some  incorrectness  in  this  proviso. 
In  its  commencement  it  is  confined  to  a  tenant  in  tail  male^ 
but  afterwards,  it  is  made  to  extend  to  Geo.  Rice  Trevor,  who 
was  tenant  for  life  only. 
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diately  after  the  limitations  to  bis  first  and  other  sons  1849. 

in  tail  male,  a  limitation  in  favour  of  his  daughter  and 
daaghters. 


Secondlyi  because  the  power  of  jointuring  ought  to 
ftve  authorized  him  to  charge  the  estates  with  a  clear 
'yearly  rent-charge  not  exceeding  one-fifth  of  the  ordi*- 
x=iary»  annual  rental  of  the  estates,  to  be  payable  witliout 
ny  deduction  whatsoever. 


Thirdly,  because  the  power  enabling  the  trustees  to 
lease  the  estates  during  the  minority  of  any  son,  ought 
"Co  have  been  a  power  enabling  them  to  lease  the  estates 
during  the  minority  of  any  child  or  children  of  George 
JRice  Trevor. 

The  fourth  exception  was  as  follows :  '^  For  that  the 
said  draft  of  the  said  indenture  of  release  and  settlement, 
contains  a  proviso  in  the  words  following  (that  is  to  say) : 
Provided  always  and  it  is  hereby  agreed  and  declared 
that,  in  case  the  said  George  Rice  Trevor y  or  any  son  of 
his  body  or  any  issue  male  of  any  such  son,  shall  succeed 
to  the  title  and  dignity  of  Baron  Dynevor,  then  and  in 
such  case  and  immediately  thereupon,  and  so  often  as 
the  same  shall  happen,  the  said  manors  and  lordships 
and  other  hereditaments  hereby  released  shall  go  and 
remain  to  the  uses,  and  with,  under  and  subject  to 
the  powers,  provisoes  and  declarations  to,  upon,  for, 
with,  under  and  subject  to  which  the  same  premises 
would  have  stood  limited  and  settled  under  the  limita- 
tions and  provisions  herein  contained,  if  the  person  who 
shall  so  succeed  to  the  title  and  dignity  of  Dynevor  as 
aforesaid,  were  dead,  and  if,  in  case  of  such  person  being 
a  son  of  the  said  George  Mice  Trevor  or  any  issue  male 
of  any  such  son,  there  were  a  failure  of  the  issue  male  of 
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such  son :  Whereas  the  said  Master  ought  not  to  hare 
allowed  the  said  last-mentioned  proviso  to  be  contained 
in  the  said  draft;  but,  in  lieu  thereof,  ought  to  ba?e 
inserted  a  proviso  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to 
say :   Provided   always    and   it  is  hereby  agreed  and 
declared  that,  in  case  the  title  and  dignity  of  Baron 
Dynevor,  shall  descend  to  or  devolve  upon  any  person 
or  persons   hereby  made  tenant  in  tail  tnale,  of   the 
hereditaments  hereby  released,  or  to  or  upon  any  issue 
male  of  any  such  person  or  persons,  then  and  in  that 
case  and  so  oden  as  the  same  shall  happen,  the  nse  or 
uses  hereinbefore  limited  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  such 
person  or  persons  or  issue  male  as  aforesaid,  to  or  upon 
whom  the  said  title  and  dignity  shall  descend  or  devolve, 
of  and  in  the  hereditaments  hereinbefore  released  as 
aforesaid,  shall  cease,  determine  and  become  void  as  if 
such  person  or  persons  or  issue  male,  was  or  were  ac- 
tually dead  without  issue  male  of  his,  her  or  their  body 
or  bodies ;  and  then  and  in  such  case  the  hereditaments 
and  premises  hereby  released,  shall,  immediately  there- 
upon, go  to  the   person   next  beneficially  entitled  in 
remainder  under  the  limitations  hereinbefore  contained, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  person  or  persons  whose 
estate  or  estates  shall  so  cease,  determine  and  become 
void,  was  or  were  dead  without  issue  male  inheritable 
under  such  entail:    Or  otherwise  the  said  Master  ought 
to  have  inserted  a  proviso  in  the  words  following,  that  is 
to  say :  Provided  always  and  it  is  hereby  agreed  and 
declared  that,  in  case  the  title  and  dignity  of  Baron 
Dynevor  shall  descend  to  or  devolve  upon  any  person 
or  persons  hereby  made  tenant  in  tail  male  of  the  here- 
ditaments hereby  released,  or  to  or  upon  any  issue  male 
of  any  such  person  or  persons,  then  and  in  that  case 
and  so  often  as  the  same  shall  happen,  the  use  or  uses 
hereinbefore  limited  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  such  person 
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or  persons  or  issue  male  as  aforesaid  to  or  upon  whom 
^he  said  title  and  dignity  shall  descend  or  devolve,  of 
cmd  in  the  hereditaments  hereinbefore  released  as  afore- 
said {provided  thai  tftere  shall  also  then  be  in  existence 
^iny  other  child  or  the  issue  male  of  any  other  child  of 
ihe  said  George  Rice  Trevor)  shall  cease,  determine  and 
T)ecome  void,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  child  of  the  said 
George  Rice  Trevor  who  or  whose  issue  male  shall  then 
so  succeed  to  the  said  barony,  were  not  only  actually 
dead,  but  as  if  Acre  were  also  an  utter  failure  or  extinc- 
tion of  male  issue  of  such  child  of  the  said  George  Rice 
Trevor ;  and,  then  and  in  such  case,  the  hereditaments 
and  premises  hereby  released,  shall,  immediately  there- 
upon, go  to   the  persons  next  beneficially  entitled  in 
remainder  under  the  limitations  hereinbefore  contained, 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  child  of  the  said 
George  Rice  Trevor  who  or  whose  issue  male  shall  then 
so  succeed  to  the  said  barony,  were  not  only  actually 
dead,  but  as  if  there  were  also  an  utter  failure  or  extinc- 
tion of  mate  issue  of  such  child  of  the  said  George  Rice 
Trevor. 


1843. 


Trrvor 

V. 

Trkvor. 


The  6tli  exception  was  that,  instead  of  the  proviso  that 
every  person  who,  by  virtue  of  the  limitations,  should 
become  entitled  to  the  estates  for  an  estate  in  tail  male 
in  possession,  should,  within  one  year  after,  take  and 
Use  the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor ;  and  that  in  case  any 
Such  person  should  refuse  or  neglect  so  to  do,  or  should 
discontinue  to  use  such  name  and  arms,  or  in  case  G.  R. 
Trevor  or  any  other  person  who,  at  the  time  of  so  be- 
coming entitled,  should  use  such  name  and  arms  should, 
afterwards,  discontinue  to  use  the  same,  then  the  estates 
should  go  and  remain  to  the  uses  to  which  the  same 
would  have  stood  limited  if  the  person  who  should  so 
refuse,  neglect  or  discontinue,  were  dead,  and  if,  in  the 
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case  of  such  person  being  a  son  of  G.  Rice  Trevor  or 
any  issue  male  of  such  son,  there  were  a  failure  of  the 
issue  male  of  such  son ;  the  Master  ought  to  hare  in- 
serted a  proviso  that  all  and  every  the  person  and  per- 
sons who,  by  virtue  of  the  limitations,  should  become 
entitled  to  Ihe  estates  for  an  estate  in  tail  male  in 
possession,  and  who  should  not  then  use  the  name  and 
arms  of  Trevor,  should,  within  one  year  after,  take  and 
use  such  name  and  arms ;  and  if  any  such  person  or 
persons  should  neglect  or  refuse  so  to  do,  then  the  use 
or  uses  limited  to  such  person  or  persons  should  cease 
as  if  such  person  or  persons  was  or  were  actually  dead 
without  issue  male  of  his,  her  or  their  body  or  bodies, 
and  the  estates  should  thereupon  go  over  to  the  person 
or  persons  next  entitled  in  remainder,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  such  person  or  persons  was  or  were  dead  with- 
out issue  male  inheritable  under  the  entail. 


Exceptions  taken       Frances  Emily,  the  eldest  daughter  of  George  Rice 


by  the  eldest 
Haughlcr  of 
G,  R,  Tnvor, 


Exceptions  taken 
by  the  younger 
daughters  of 
G.  «.  Trevor. 


Trevor,  excepted  to  the  report,  because  the  draft  of  the 
settlement  did  not  contain  a  limitation  to  the  first  and 
other  daughters  of  George  Rice  Trevor  successively  in 
tiiil  male,  in  default  of  issue  male  of  the  sons :  and 
because  the  leasing  power  did  not  enable  the  trustees 
to  lease  the  estates  during  the  minority  of  any  child  or 
children,  but  only  during  the  minority  of  any  son  of 
George  Rice  Trevor. 

The  four  youngest  daughters  also  excepted  to  the 
report. 

They  insisted,  first,  that  the  estates  ought  to  have 
been  limited,  in  default  of  issue  male  of  the  sons,  to  all 
the  daughters  of  George  Rice  Trevor,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail  male  with  cross  remainders  amongst 
them  in  tail  male  : 
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Secondly,  they  excepted  to  the  leasing  power  on  the 
same  ground  as  their  eldest  sister  had  done  : 

And,  thirdly,  they  contended  that  the  proviso  as  to 
taking  the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor^  ought  to  have 
provided  that  all  and  every  the  person  and  persons  who 
should  become  entitled  to  the  estates  for  an  estate  in 
tail  male  in  possession,  should,  within  one  year  after, 
take  and  use  the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor ;  and  if  any 
such  person  or  persons  should  refuse  or  neglect  so  to 
do,  or  if  George  Rice  Trevor  should  discontinue  to  use 
such  name  and  arms,  the  use  or  uses  thereinbefore 
limited  to  such  person  or  persons^  should  cease  as  if,  in 
the  case  of  George  Rice  Trevor ^  he  were  actually  dead, 
and  as  if,  in  the  case  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  he, 
she  or  they  was  or  were  actually  dead  without  issue 
male  of  his,  her  or  their  body  or  bodies,  and  thereupon 
the  estates  should  go  to  the  person  or  persons  next  bene- 
ficially entitled  in  remainder. 

The  eldest  daughter  also  took  a  similar  exception, 
omitting  the  words  printed  in  italics :  so  that  her  excep- 
tion was  applicable  to  the  case  of  the  daughters  being 
entitled  to  the  estates  in  succession. 


1842. 


Trevor 

V. 

Trevor. 


From  the  preceding  statement  it  appears  that  the  first  Summary  of  the 
in  each  of  the  three  sets  of  exceptions,  was  grounded  on  ^*^*'''"' 
the  omission,  in  the  draft  of  the  settlement,  of  a  limi- 
tation in  favour  of  the  daughters  of  George  Rice  TVevor. 
There  was,  however,  this  difference  between  them: 
that,  while  George  Rice  Trevor  insisted,  merely,  that 
some  limitation  in  favour  of  his  daughters,  ought  to 
have  been  inserted  in  the  drafl  immediately  after  the 
estates  in  tail  male  limited  to  his  sons,  his  eldest  daughter 
contended  that  the  limitation  ought  to  have  been  to  the 
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daughters  successively  in  tail  male;  but  her  sisters 
insisted  that  the  limitation  ought  to  have  been  to  all  the 
daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  male,  with  cross 
remainders  amongst  them  in  tail  male. 

The  third  exception  taken  by  George  Rice  Trevor 
and  by  his  eldest  daughter,  and  the  second  exception 
taken  by  his  four  youngest  daughters,  pointed  only  to 
alterations  in  the  settlement  whicli  might  be  rendered 
necessary  by,  and  were  dependent  on  the  decision  upon 
the  first  exception  in  each  set. 

The  second  exception  taken  by  George  Rice  Trevor, 
applied  to  the  form  of  the  power  to  jointure  which  was 
given  to  him  as  tenant  for  life  of  the  settled  estates ;  and 
which  he  objected  to  because  it  did  not  enable  him  to 
charge,  by  way  of  jointure,  a  clear  annual  sum  not 
exceeding  one-fifth  of  the  rental  of  the  estates,  to  be 
payable  without  any  deduction. 

The  fourth  exception  of  the  same  party,  raised  an 
objection  to  the  draft  with  respect  to  the  proviso  for 
shifting  the  estates  on  the  succession  of  the  person  in 
possession  of  them  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor.  With 
regard  to  that  point,  alternative  clauses  were  submitted, 
to  the  Court,  both  of  which  went  to  exclude  George 
nice  Trevor  from  the  operation  of  the  shifting  clause. 
There  was,  however,  this  difference  between  them — 
that  while,  by  one  of  the  proposed  clauses,  if  the  barony 
should  devolve  on  any  issue  male  of  a  child  of  George 
Rice  Trevor,  the  individual  succeeding  to  it  and  his  issue 
male,  would  be  alone  excluded  from  the  enjoyment  of 
the  estates ;  such  exclusion,  however,  being,  in  that 
event,  to  take  place  without  reference  to  the  state  of  the 
family  of  George  Rice  Trevor  at  the  time  :  by  the  other 
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proposed  clause,  the  estates  were  to  shift,  in  the  event  1842. 

in  question,  so  as  to  exclude,  not  only  the  person  suc- 
ceeding to  the  barony  and  his  issue  male,  but  also,  in 
case  that  person  should  be  the  descendant  of  a  child  of 
George  Rice  Trevor,  ail  the  issue  male  of  the  child  from 
whom  he  descended,  provided  any  other  child  of  George 
Rice  Trevor,  or  issue  male  of  any  other  child,  should  be 
then  in  existence,  but  not  in  any  other  state  of  circum- 
stances. 

ITie  third  exception  of  the  four  youngest  daughters, 
related  to  the  consequence  of  an  omission,  on  the  part  of 
any  possessor  of  the  estates,  to  take  or  use  the  name  and 
arms  of  Trevor.    The  proviso  in  the  draft  relating  to 
that  omission,  did  not  apply  to  a  plurality  of  takers  : 
and,  moreover,  it  imposed   a  forfeiture  on  the  whole 
descending  line  from  any  child  of  George  Rice  Trevor, 
in  case  any  descendant  of  that  child  should  be  in  pos- 
session of  the  estates  and  should  omit  to  comply  with 
^^  condition.     For  this  the  four  youngest  daughters 
proposed,  by  their  third  exception,  to  substitute  a  clause 
Applicable  to  the  event  of  the  estates  devolving  on  the 
"^Ughters  of  George  Rice  Trevor  as  tenants  in  common, 
A'^d  confining  the  forfeiture  to  the  person  guilty  of  the 
^'^ission  and  the  descendants  of  that  person. 

The  Solicitor-general  and  Mr.  Romlly,  in  support 
of  the  first  exception  taken  by  George  Rice 
Trevor: 

TTie  most  important  question  raised  by  the  excep-  Argument  on 
^•^^ns,  is  whether,  in  the  settlement  to  be  made  of  the  G.  R.  Trevor's 
l^^e  Lord  Hampden's  Bedfordshire  estates  in  pursu- '^'''*  "^'^''^''* 
^^ce  of  the  direction  for  that  purpose  contained  in  his 
^ill,  any  limitation  should  be  inserted  in  favour  of  the 
^^ughters  of  Mr.  Rice  Trevor. 
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By  Lord  Hampden*s  will  relating  to  his  estates  in 
Sussex,  those  estates  were  devised,  directly,  to  Henry 
Brand  for  life  or  until  he  should  succeed  to  the  barony 
of  Dacre,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son,  Thoma$ 
Brand,  for  life  or  until  he  should  succeed  to  the  same 
barony,  with  remainder  to  his  6rst  and  other  sons  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee.  The 
will  relating  to  the  Bedfordshire  estates,  did  not  contain 
direct  devises,  but  was  an  executory  will.  Th^  trustees 
of  it  were  directed  to  settle  the  estates  to  which  it  related, 
on  George  Rice,  now  George  Rice  Trevor,  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male  in  strict  settlement ; 
subject  to  certain  conditions  as  to  taking  the  name  and 
arms  of  Trevor,  and  as  to  the  estates  going  over  on  the 
person  in  possession  of  them  becoming  entitled  to  the 
barony  of  Dynevor ;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue  of 
George  Rice,  the  testator  devises  his  Bedfordshire 
estates  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee.  He  then  directs  that 
the  intended  settlement  shall  contain  powers  enabling 
George  Rice  to  grant  leases  of  the  estates,  to  charge 
them  with  a  jointure  and  with  portions  for  younger 
children,  and  also  powers  of  sale,  exchange,  &c.,  and 
all  other  powers  usual  and  proper  in  settlements  of 
the  like  nature. 


The  draft  of  the  settlement  which  the  Master  has 
approved  of,  limits  the  Bedfordshire  estates  to  George 
Rice  Trevor  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
Henry  Brand  in  fee,  omitting  altogether  the  daughters 
of  George  Rice  Trevor.  Now  it  so  happens  that  that 
gentleman  has  no  son,  but  he  has  five  daughters ;  and, 
consequently,  it  is  very  important  to  consider  whether 
the  draft  is  right  in  entirely  omitting  the  daughters. 


CASES    IN   CHANCERY. 


123 


Your  Honor  will  observe  that  that  question  depends, 
altogether,  upon  the  construction  which  is  to  be  put 
upon  the  word  '  issue'  in  the  will  disposing  of  the 
Bedfordshire  estates.  That  will  directs  those  estates  to 
be  settled  on  George  Rice  Trevor  for  life,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste  except  permissive  waste  or  spolia- 
tion, with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male.  Primd 
fade,  it  would  seem  to  be  beyond  all  doubt  that  a 
direction  to -settle  an  estate  on  a  given  individual  for  his 
life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  remainder  to 
his  issae  in  tail  male  in  strict  settlement,  would  compre* 
hend  both  his  sons  and  his  daughters ;  and  if,  as  was 
the  case  with  respect  to  George  Rice  Trevor,  that  indi* 
vidual  had  no  issue  at  the  time  when  the  will  took 
-effect,  the  settlement  would  be  confined  to  his  sons  and 
daughters. 


18411. 


Trevor 

V. 
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No  argument  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  can  be  founded 
on  the  will  disposing  of  the  Sussex  estates ;  for  the  two 
properties  are  very  differently  disposed  of.  The  Su^ex 
estates  are  limited  to  Henry  Brand  (^ho  stood  in  the 
>ame  degree  of  relationship  to  the  testator  as  George 
iice  Trevor  did)  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  TAomM 
Brand,  his  eldest  son,  for  life,  with  remamder  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  Thomas  Brand  in  tail  male,  virith 
tmainder  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee:  so  that  there  is  no 
lioutation  whatever  to  the  second  or  other  younger  sons 
of  Henry  Brand.  And,  although  Henry  Brand  and 
Gtorge  Rice  Trevor  were  related,  in  the  same  degree, 
^  the  testator,  the  limitations  of  the  two  estates  are 
^together  different  Besides,  as  the  Sussex  estates 
Were  limited  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee,  on  failure  of  his 
^Mest  son's  issue  male,  he  would  have  it  in  his  power 
^  make  any  provision  he  might  think  proper  for  his 
younger  sons,  for  his  daughters,  or  for  the  daughters  of 
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not  limited,  ultimately,  to  Oeorge  Rice  Trevor  \a  fee, 
but  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee. 


Tasvoa 
TasvoR. 


It  is  important,  when  we  are  considering  whether  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  the  word  '  issue,'  in  the  early  part 
of  this  will,  is  to  be  cut  down,  to  look  at  the  concluding 
clause  of  the  will,  where  the  testator  directs  that,  not- 
withstanding the  absolute  devises  contained  in  his  will 
of  the  Sussex  estates  in  favour  of  Henry  Brand  and  his 
son  and  issue  male,  a  settlement  shall  be  made  of  those 
estates  under  the  direction  of  Henry  Brand  and  Joseph 
Roffers,  so  as  to  include  powers,  provisions,  and  clauses 
similar  to  those  before  mentioned  concerning  his  JBed' 
fordshire  estates.    Now  it  is  plain  that  the  testator,  when 
he  spoke  of  the  devises  of  his  Sussex  estates  in  favour 
of  Henry  Brand  and  his  son  and  issue  male,  meant 
devises  to  Henry  Brand  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
son  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
of  that  son  in  tail  male ;  for  that  was  the  mode  in  which 
he  had  devised  liis   Sussex  estates.     But,  in  the  pre- 
ceding part  of  this  will,  he  does  not  direct  his  Bedford^' 
shire  estates  to  be  settled  on  George  Rice  Trevor  and 
his  issue  male,  but  on  George  Rice  Trevor  for  life,  with, 
remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male,  in  strict  settlement : 
and  as  he  has  used  different  language  with  regard  to 
his  Bedfordshire  estates,  from  that  which  he  has  used 
with  regard  to  his  Sussex  estates,  he  could  not  meaa 
that  die  same  course  of  limitation  should  be  adopted  ia 
settling  both  of  them. 

We  submit  that,  unless  the  Court  can  find,  from  the 
will,  a  clear  and  distinct  intention,  on  the  part  of  the 
testator,  to  use  the  word,  '  issue,'  in  a  confined  and 
limited  sense,  that  word  must  have  its  ordinary  meaning 
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given  to  it ;  and  then  it  will  comprehend  daughters  as 
well  as  sons.  And  as  the  testator  has  directed  his 
Bedfordshire  estates  to  he  settled  on  George  Rice 
Trevor  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male  in  strict 
settlement,  those  estates  ought  to  be  settled  on  that 
gentlemen  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his 
daughters  successively  in  tail  male. — [The  Vice-Chan^ 
cdlor :  Supposing  that  the  daughters  are  to  take,  is  any 
qoestioQ  raised  as  to  whether  they  are  to  take  in  succes- 
sion or  as  tenants  in  common  ?] — That  question  is  raised 
by  the  exceptions  which  the  daughters  have  taken  to 
the  Master's  approval  of  the  settlement :  and  we  sub- 
mit that  they  must  take  successively  in  tail  male. 


The  cases  of  Hart  v.  Middlehurst  (a)  and  Oddie  v. 
f^oodford{b),  and  particularly  the  latter,  show  that  the 
word, '  issue'  must  be  held  to  include  female  as  well  as 
male  issue,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  instrument 
to  show  that  the  testator  meant  to  use  that  word  in  a 
narrower  sense.  The  question  then  is  whether  there  is 
uiy  thing  in  this  will  to  cut  down  the  meaning  of  the 
word,  'issue.'  It  will  be  said,  perhaps,  that,  as  the 
^tes  are  to  be  held  in  tail  male,  they  cannot  be 
limited  to  the  daughters ;  but  we  have  before  shown 
that  estates  may  be  limited  to  daughters  in  tail  male, 
ss  well  as  to  sons.  No  argument  upon  the  point  now 
^  discussion  can  be  drawn  from  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
^^tes,  for  the  reasons  which  we  have  before  stated. 
Indeed  that  will  rather  affords  an  inference  in  our  favour; 
^  by  it  the  testator  has  limited  his  Sussex  estates  to 
*e  tons,  not  to  the  issue  of  Thomas  Brand  in  tail  male  : 


(a)  3  Atk.  371. 
(i)  3  Myl.  &  Or.  584.    See  pages  600  and  610. 
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and,  when  he  alludes  to  that  will  in  the  concluding 
clause  in  the  will  of  his  Bedfordshire  estates,  he  says 
that  he  had  thereby  devised  his  Sussex  estates  to  the 
issue  male,  not  the  issue,  of  Thomas  Brand.  It  will  be 
said  perhaps  that  the  expression  used  by  the  testator, 
is  not '  issue,*  simply,  but,  *  issue  in  tail  male,'  and  that 
that  expression  denotes  the  persons  on  whom  the  estates 
are  to  be  settled.  But  we  submit  that  the  word, '  issue' 
denotes  the  persons,  and  the  words,  '  in  tail  male,*  the 
nature  of  the  estate  or  interest  which  they  are  to  take 
under  the  settlement. 


The  proviso  as  to  taking  the  name  and  arms  of  Trewpr, 
is  appUcable  to  daughters  as  well  as  to  sons. — [The 
Vice-Chancellor:  I  see  that,  in  this  will,  reference  ia 
made  to  the  person  in  possession  of  the  estates,  becoming 
entitled  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor  :  I  must  know,  there- 
fore, how  that  barony  was  held.] — ^The  barony  of 
Dynevor  was  a  barony  in  tail  male,  and,  therefore,  not 
descendible  to  females.  The  barony  of  Dacre  was  a 
barony  in  fee ;  and,  therefore  descendible  to  females  as 
well  as  males :  and  the  testator  says,  in  his  will  dis- 
posing of  his  Sussex  estates,  that,  if  Thomas  Brand  or 
his  issue  male  shall  succeed  to  that  barony,  the  estate 
of  the  person  so  succeeding  (provided  that  there  shall 
be  then  in  existence  any  other  son  or  the  issue  male  of 
any  other  son  of  Thomas  Brand)  shall  determine  in  like 
manner  as  if  the  son  of  Thomas  Brand  who  or  whose 
issue  male  shall  succeed  to  that  barony,  were  not  only 
actually  dead,  but  as  if  there  were  also  an  entire  failure 
or  extinction  of  male  issue  of  such  son,  and  thereupon 
the  estates  shall  go  over  to  the  next  or  other  son  of 
Thomas  Brand  or  his  issue  male  to  be  entitled  under 
the  devises  aforesaid.  But,  in  the  will  directing  a  settle- 
ment to  be  made  of  his  Bedfordshire  estates,  he  says 
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that  those  estates  are  to  be  settled  upon  George  Rice 
Trtwr  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male 
iik  strict  settlement,  upon  condition  that  all  person  or 
pereons  from  time  to  time  to  come  into  possession  of 
those  estates,  shall,  within  one  year  afterwards,  take  the 
i^ame  and  bear  the  arms  of  Trevor^  and  also  upon  the 
I  ike  condition  to  that  I  have  made  in  my  will  of  my 
^SiCMer  estates,  so  far  as  the  change  of  circumstancei  will 
JfMrmity  that  the  said  estate  shall  go  over  to  the  party 
xoiezt  entitled,  on  the  person  for  the  time  being  pos- 
^Bessed,  becoming  entitled  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor. 
me  testator,  therefore,  makes  a  distinction  between  the 
"^wo  baronies.    Supposing  that  the  testator  had,  him- 
self, limited  the  estates  to  George  Rice  Trevor  for  life, 
^th  remainders  to  his  sons  and  daughters  in  tail  male 
in  strict  settlement,  there  would  have  been  no  incon- 
sistency in  his  inserting  a  proviso  that  if  the  barony  of 
Jhfnevor  should  descend  to  a  person  entitled  to  the 
estates  in  possession,  the  estates  should  go  over.     It 
does  not  at  all  follow  that,  because  the  daughters  cannot 
take  the  barony  of  Dynevor,  therefore,  they  are  not  to 
take  the  estates  under  the  word   'issue.'     There  is 
nothing,  either  in  the  will  of  the  Sussex  estates  or  in  the 
piovisoeB  respecting  the  taking  of  the  name  and  arms 
of  Trevor  and  the  descent  of  the  barony  of  Dynevor, 
wUch  is  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  Bedfordshire  estates 
Wbg  limited  to  daughters  as  well  as  to  sons. 


1843. 
Trkvor 

V. 

Trkvor. 


In  the  will  of  the  Sussex  estates,  the  testator  speaks 
of  issue  fnale;  but,  in  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire 
estates,  those  words  do  not  occur ;  and,  moreover,  those 
estates  are  not  given  over  except  '  in  default  of  such 
"woe'  of  George  Rice  Trevor;  and;  there  being  no- 
^,  in  the  will,  to  alter  the  proper  meaning  of  the 
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word,  'issue/  we  submit  that  the  Master  was  not 
warranted  in  excluding  the  daughters  of  George  Rice 
Trevor  from  the  limitations  of  the  settlement. 

Mr.  Romilly  cited  Marshall  v.  Bousfield{c). 

Mr.  Bethea  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  Mr.  Rice  Trevor's 
eldest  daughter : 
We  rely  on  the  plain  and  natural  meaning  of  the 
word,  '  issue.'  The  onus  of  showing  that  the  testator 
used  that  word  in  a  different  sense,  lies  entirely  on  the 
other  side.  The  Master  seems  to  have  taken  it  for 
granted  that  the  testator  intended  the  course  of  limita- 
tion with  respect  to  his  Bedfordshire  estates,  to  be 
similar  to  that  with  respect  to  his  Sussex  estates.  But 
there  is  a  very  material  difference  between  the  two 
wills.  In  the  will  relating  to  the  Sussex  estates,  all 
the  sons  of  Henry  Brand,  except  the  eldest,  are  omit- 
ted ;  and,  on  failure  of  issue  male  of  that  son,  those 
estates  are  given  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee.  In  the  will 
of  the  Bedfordshire  estates,  an  intention  is  manifested 
that  the  issue  in  general  of  George  Rice  Trevor  should 
take  the  estates,  in  tail  male :  and,  if  they  fail,  to  whooi 
are  those  estates  to  go?  Not  to  George  Rice  Trevor, 
but  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee.  Consequently  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  Master's  decision,  namely,  that  there  was 
to  be  a  conformity  of  settlement  with  regard  to  the  two 
estates,  entirely  fails. 

The  proviso  as  to  taking  the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor, 
is  applicable  to  the  daughters  as  well  as  to  the  sons ; 
and  nothing  is  more  common,  in  wills  and  settlements. 


(c)  2  Madd.  166. 
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than  to  direct  that  daughters  and  their  husbands,  as 
well  as  sons  and  their  issue,  shall  take  and  use  the 
name  and  arms  of  the  author  of  the  instrument.  $ 

It  was  contended,  before  the  Master,  that  the  per- 
sons to  take,  must  be  those  only  who  are  within  the  line 
of  inheritance  to  the  barony  of  Dj/nevor :  but  we  say 
that  the  contrary  is  quite  plain ;  for  the  testator  mani* 
festly  intended  to  prevent  his  name  and  estates  from 
being  merged  in  the  title  and  possessions  of  the  barony 
ofDynevar;  and  therefore  the  issue  who  can  not,  by 
any  possibility,  inherit  the  title  of  Dynevor,  ought, 
r»ther,  to  be  the  more  favoured  objects  of  the  settle- 
ment. 


18^2. 


Tbevor 
Trevor. 


It  will  be  said,  on  the  other  side,  that,  in  the  will  of 
^Bedfordshire  estates,  the  testator  did  not  use  the 
words  '  issue  in  tail  male,'  in  their  proper,  legal,  tech- 
nical sense :  but,  on  referring  to  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  testator  understood  the 
correct  meaning  and  effect  of  each  of  those  words ;  and 
that,  wherever  he  used  the  word,  *  issue/  for  the  pur- 
pose of  describing  sons  alone,  he  used  that  word  in 
connexion  with  the  adjective  'male;'  consequently, 
when  he  used  it  by  itself,  he  meant  it  to  include  more 
than  issue  of  the  male  sex. 


1*he  concluding  clause  of  the  will  relating  to  the 
^fordshire  estates,  which  has  been  so  ably  com- 
njented  upon  by  the  Solicitor-general ,  shows  that  the 
Stater,  instead  of  intending  (as  the  Master  has  sup- 
V^)  that  the  will  of  the  Sussex  estates  should  control 
"^  settlement  to  be  made  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates, 
^"^^^i  that  the  latter  should  control  the  former :  for  he 
"^  expressly  declared  that  the  settlement  of  his  Sussex 
Vol.  XIII.  K 
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estates^  should  include  6uch  powers,  provisions  and 
clauses,  mutatis  mutandis,  as  were  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned respecting  his  Bedfordshire  estates.  West  v. 
Errissey  (d) ;  Ashton  v.  Ashton  (e) ;  Martin  and  David- 
son  on  Conveyancing  (/). 

Mr.  Daniell,  for  the  four  youngest  daughters  of 
George  Sice  Trevor,  said  that  the  proviso  with  respect 
to  taking  the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor,  was  differently 
expressed  in  the  two  wills;  that,  in  ihe  will  of  the 
Sussex  estates,  it  commenced  thus :  '^  provided  that 
every  person  who,  under  the  devises  aforesaid,  may  Come 
into  the  possession  of  the  said  devised  estates"  &c  : 
but,  in  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates,  the  proviso 
began  as  follows :  "  Upon  condition  that  all  person  or 
persons,  from  time  to  time  to  come  into  possession  of 
the  said  settled  estates ;"  which  showed  that  the  testa- 
tor contemplated  that  more  persons  than  one  might,  at 
the  same  time,  become  entitled,  in  possession,  to  his 
Bedfordshire  estates. 

The  Vice-Chancellor : — It  seems  to  me  that  the  prin- 
cipal question  for  my  consideration,  is  whether  the 
words  *  in  tail  male,'  are  descriptive  of  the  persons  who 
are  to  take,  or  of  the  inheritance  which  the  takers  are 
to  have. 

Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  L.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Hodgson,  for 
Henry  Trevor,  late  Henry  Brand  i 

We  submit  that  the  settlement  which  the  Meuter  has 
approved  of,  is  a  proper  execution  of  the  trust  created 
by  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates. 


(d)  3  P.  W.  349;  and 
3  Bro.  P.  C.  327.  See  p.  335, 
1  St  edit 

{e)  1  Uarg.  Col.  Jur.  402. 


(/)  Vol.  4,  p.  609,  note, 
as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
term  '  strict  settlemenu' 
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The  word  •  issue/  standing  by  itself,  does  not  mean 
sons  and  daughters  only,  but  comprehends  sons  and 
daughters   and  all  their  descendants,  both   male  and 
female.    When  the  words,  *  in  tail  male,'  are  added  to 
the  word,  *  issue,'  the  meaning  of  that  word  is  confiued 
to  SODS  and  their  male  descendants.    If  the  testator  had 
devised  his  Bedfordshire  estates,  directly,  to   George 
Rice  Trevor  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail 
male,  then  that  gentleman  would  have  taken  an  estate 
in  tail  male.    The  devise,  however,  is  executory,  and 
the  words, '  in  strict  settlement'  are  added  to  it;  there- 
fore, George  Rice  Trevor,  instead  of  being  tenant  in  tail 
male,  has  been  properly  made  tenant  for  life ;  and  his 
issue  of  the  description  pointed  out,  instead  of  taking 
by  descent  from  him,  must  take  as  purchasers  upon  his 
decease,  that  is,  the  estates  must  be  settled  on  George 
Rice  Trevor  for  life,  with  remainders  to  his  sons  suc- 
cessively in  tail  male :  and  that  is  the  mode  of  limita* 
tion  adopted  by  the  Master,    According  to  the  argu- 
ment in  support  of  the  exceptions,  the  words  '  issue  in 
tail  male/  comprise  females  as  well  as  males  in  the  first 
generation,  but  males  only  in  the  subsequent  genera- 
tions.  According  to  our  construction,  those  words  have 
the  same  meaning  throughout ;  that  is,  they  mean  issue 
male  in  all  the  subsequent  genera tions»  as  well  as  in  the 
first.— [The   Vice-Chancellor :    If  sons  are   to  take  in 
^d  male  under  the  words  '  issue  in  tail  male,'  why  are 
Dot  daughters  to  take  in  tail  male  under  those  words  ?] 
—Because  the  words,  *  in  tail  male,'  apply  to  the  issue. 
•^LThe   Vice-chancellor:    The   words,  '  in   tail  male' 
^^  a  qualification  of  the  inheritance  which  the  takers 
^  to  have :  you  construe  the  words, '  with  remainder  to 
bis  issue  in  tail  male,'  as  if  they  were,  '  with  remainder 
^his  issue  male.'] — Yes  ;  because  a  devise  to  .4.  in  tail 
male,  gives  A.  an  estate  in  tail  male. 
K  2 
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It  was  said,  by  the  counsel  in  support  of  the  excep- 
tionsy  thaty  in  construing  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire 
estates,  we  are  to  have  regard  to  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates ;  but,  when  we  look  at  that  latter  will,  we  find 
that,  under  it,  daughters  could  not,  by  any  possibility, 
take. 


[The  Vice-Chancellor : 

The  testator,  in  that  will,  has  passed  over  all  the  sons 
of  Henry  Brand,  except  the  eldest] 

Nothing  can  show,  more  plainly,  that  the  testator 
intended  nobody  to  take  under  the  settlement  which  he 
directed  to  be  made  except  a  person  who  might  become 
entitled  to  the  barony  of  Dj/nevor,  than  the  direction 
that  the  estates  should  go  over  on  the  person  for  the 
time  being  possessed  of  them,  becoming  entitled  to  that 
barony ;  and  we  know  that  no  female  whatever  could 
become  entitled  to  that  barony.  The  power  to  portion 
younger  children,  also  shows  how  little  daughters  were 
in  the  testator's  contemplation. — [The  Vice-Chancellor: 
As  the  eldest  son  was  to  be  tenant  in  tail  male,  and  the 
younger  children  were  to  take  in  remainder  only,  it  was 
reasonable  to  give,  to  the  father,  a  power  of  portioning 
his  younger  children.] 

Mr*  Hodgson : 

Many  of  the  cases  that  have  been  cited  in  support  of 
the  exceptions,  arose  upon  marriage  articles :  but  such 
cases  are  not  much  in  point  where  the  question  arises 
on  a  will ;  for,  to  use  the  language  of  Sir  WtlUam 
Grant,  in  Blackburn  v.  Stables  (g),  the  object  and  pur- 
pose of  marriage  articles,  furnish  an  indication  of  inten- 

(g)  *2  Ves.  &  Beam.  369. 
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tion  which  must  be  wanting  in  wills.  All  persons  who 
take  under  a  will,  are  volunteers ;  but,  under  marriage 
articles,  the  issue  are  purchasers :  they  are  the  principal 
objects  of  the  articles,  and  they  are  the  persons  in  whose 
&vour  the  articles  are  to  be  construed.  So  that,  if  the 
words  are  large  enough  to  include  all  the  children,  they 
must  all  take.  But,  when  you  have  to  put  a  construction 
on  a  will,  you  have  no  such  grounds  to  go  upon ;  you 
must  be  guided  by  the  words,  taken  in  connexion  with 
the  other  parts  of  the  will ;  and,  if  the  context  does  not 
show  that  the  testator  intended  the  words  to  have  any 
other  dian  their  ordinary  and  correct  meaning,  the  Court 
will  not  give  ihem  a  more  extensive  operation. 


18411. 


Trevor 

V. 

Tasvoa. 


In  this  case  the  testator  has  directed  his  Bedfordshire 
estates  to  be  settled  on  George  Rice  Trevor  for  life, 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  except  permissive  waste 
or  spoliation,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male  in 
strict  settlement.     Now,  what  I  collect  from  that  direc- 
tion, is  that  the  testator  meant  the  estates  to  be  settled 
on  George  Rice  Trevor  in  tail  male,  in  the  way  of  strict 
settlement ;  that  is,  he  was  to  take  for  life,  and  his  issue 
in  tail  male  were  to  take  as  purchasers.    The  words 
^  issue  in  tail  male'  mean  such  issue  as  will  take  under 
a  limitation  in  tail  male  either  existing  or  to  be  created, 
and,  if  they  are  to  take  in  strict  settlement,  they  must 
^ke  as  purchasers.    The  Duke  of  Devonshire  v.  Cat^en- 
c£sA  (Jh)  ;  Douglas  v.  Coagreve  (i). 

The  testator,  after  directing  that  the  estates  shall  go 

^ver,  on  the  person  in  possession  becoming  entitled  to  the 

l)arony  of  Dynevor,  says :  "  and,  in  default  of  such  issue 

of  the  said  George  Rice,  I  devise  my  said  Bedfordshire 


(k)  4  T.  R.  741,  note. 


{i)  I  Beav.  5*}. 
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estate  unto  the  said  Henry  Brandy  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever ;"  that  is,  such  issue  as  might  succeed  to  the 
barony  of  Dynevor.  If  the  testator  had  intended  to  pro- 
vide for  all  the  issue  of  George  Rice  Trevory  he  would 
not  have  given  the  estates  to  Henry  Brandy  except 
in  case  George  Rice  Trevor  should  die  without  issue 
generally. 

The  Solicitor-general,  in  reply  : 

The  word  '  issue/  in  this  case,  means,  not  all  the 
descendants  of  George  Rice  Trevor,  however  remote, 
but  his  descendants  who  are  to  take  the  estates  as  pur- 
chasers after  his  death  ;  and  the  words,  ^  in  tail  male,' 
describe  the  interest  which  they  are  to  take.  It  is  per- 
fectly true  that,  if  the  estates  had  been  devised,  directly, 
to  George  Rice  Trevor  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
issue  in  tail  male,  he  would  have  taken  an  estate  in  tail 
male :  but  the  trust  in  this  case  is  executory ;  and  it  is 
quite  contrary  to  the  principles  of  this  Court,  to  con- 
strue an  executory  trust  in  the  same  way  as  it  would 
construe  an  executed  devise.  Where  an  estate  is  de- 
vised to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail 
male,  the  words  '  in  tail  male '  are  held  to  apply  to 
the  party  himself.  But,  in  this  case,  the  estates  are 
to  be  settled  on  G.  R.  Trevor  for  life,  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  msde. 
To  whom  then  do  the  words,  *  in  tail  male '  apply  ?  Not 
to  Mr.  Trevor,  but  to  his  issue,  who  are  to  take  as  pur- 
chasers on  the  determination  of  his  life-estate.  Accord- 
ing to  the  argument  in  support  of  the  report,  both  the 
persons  ^ho  are  to  take  and  the  estate  which  they  are 
to  take,  are  described  by  the  same  words. 


I  will  now  proceed  to  make  a  few  observations  on  that 
clause  in  the  will  which  has  reference  to  the  estates 
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going  over  on  the  person  in  possession  succeeding  to  1842. 

the  barony  of  Dynevor.   The  testator  says :  "  And  also 

upon  the  like  condition  to  that  I  have  roade  in  my  will 

of  my  Sussex  estate,  so  far  as  the  change  of  circum-        ^ 

stances  will  permit,  that  the  said  estate  shall  go  over 

&c."     Now,  supposing  that  the  daughters  were  not  to 

take  the  Bedfordshire  estates,  there  would  be  no  change 

of  circumstances  whatever,  as  regards  the  title  and  the 

estates.     For  the  sons  of  T.  Brand  were,  all  of  them, 

iu  the  line  of  succession  to  the  barony  of  Dacre^;  and 

the  sons  of  George  Rice  Trevor  were,  all  of  them,  in  the 

line  of  succession  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor.     But,  if 

the  Bedfordshire  estates  were  to  go  to  tlie  daughters 

of  G.  R.  Trevor,  that  is,  to  persons  who  could  not 

succeed  to  the  barony  of  Di/nevor,  then  a  change  of 

circumstances  would  take  place. 

The  two  wills  were  made  at  very  nearly  the  same 
tin)e ;  and  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates  refers  to 
the  will  of  the  Sussex  estates.     In  the  latter  we  find 
that  the  testator  repeatedly  uses  the  words  '  issue  male,' 
not  '  issue,'  by  itself;  but,  in  the  former,  he  uses  the 
Word  '  issue'  simply.     Again,  in  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates,  the  person   in  possession  of  them  is  always 
spoken  of  as  a  male  and  in  the  singular  number ;  but, 
in  the  corresponding  parts  of  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire 
estates,  the  term  '  persons'  is  used,  as  well  as  '  person,' 
^nd  there  is  nothing  to  denote  the  sex  of  the  person  or 
persons.     Why  did  the  testator  use  these  different  ex- 
pressions in  his  two  wills,  which  were  so  nearly  con- 
temporaneous with  each  other,  if  he  meant  issue  of  the 
same  description  to  take  under  both  of  them  ? 

The  word  *  issue'  is  a  word  of  purchase :  it  describes 
the  persons  who  are  to  take,  as  purchasers,  on  the  deter- 
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1842.  ^     mination  of  G.  R.  Trevor's  life-estate;  and,  therefore, 
it  must  be  coDfined  to  issue  in  the  first  generation,  that 
is,  to  sons  and  daughters :   and   the  words,  '  in  tail 
Trevor.       ^^^9  describe  the  estate  which  the  issue  are  to  take. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

Before  I  decide  the  question  raised  by  this  first 
exception,  I  must  consider,  attentively,  the  language  of 
the  instrument  on  which  it  has  arisen. 


G.  R.  Trtcars         The  questions  raised  by  the  second  exception  taken 
icamd  exception.  ^^  ^^^^^^  jj^^   jy^^^^  ^^^^  whether  the  power  of 

jointuring  ought  not  to  have  enabled  him  to  charge  the 
estates  with  a  rent-charge,  the  amount  of  which  was  not 
to  vary  as  the  rents  varied,  but  was  to  be  fixed  at  one 
fifth  of  the  rental  at  the  time  of  exercising  the  power; 
and  whether  the  jointure  was  to  be  subject  to  or  free 
from  any  deduction  on  account  of  the  expenses  of 
managing  the  estates,  repairs  &c.* 

The  Solicitor-general  and  Mr.  Romilly,  in  support 
of  the  exception. 

Mr.  Stuartf  Mr.  L.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Hodgson, 
contrd. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

I  do  not  think  that  the  testator  meant  that  the  join- 
ture should  vary  in  amount,  de  anno  in  annum ;  for  he 
says,  in  his  will,  that  the  jointure  shall  not  exceed  in 

•  It  is  laid  down  in  Sir  Edtv.  Sugtiens  Treat,  on  Pow. 
vol.  2,  p.  315,  6th  edition,  that  a  general  power  to  jointure  to 
a  particular  amount,  without  expressing  that  it  shall  be  clear 
of  taxes,  will  only  enable  an  appointment  of  the  jointure 
subject  to  natural  out-goings ;  as  parochial  payments,  repairs 
kc.    See  the  three  following  pages  of  the  same  work. 
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amoant  one-fifth  of  the  then  annual  rental  of  the  estates, 
that  isy  the  annual  rental  at  the  time  of  appointing  the 
jointure.  The  word  '  ordinary/  which  is  used  in  the 
will  and  which  the  Master  has  inserted  in  the  draft  of 
the  settlement,  seems  to  me  to  have  no  distinct  mean- 
ing, and,  therefore,  I  shall  reject  it.  I  think  that  the 
'rental'  must  be  taken  to  be  the  amount  which  is 
receivable  by  the  landlord  by  way  of  rent,  after  the 
deductions  which  tenants  are  entitled  to  make.  The 
word  '  clear,*  however,  ought  to  be  inserted  in  order  to 
avoid  any  question :  and  then  the  power  to  jointure  will 
stand  thus :  "  any  clear  amiual  sum  or  yearly  rent- 
charge,  not  exceeding  in  amount,  for  any  such  wife, 
one  fifth  part  of  the  annual  rent  payable  at  the  time  of 
making  the  limitation  or  appointment." 


1842. 
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The  Vice-chancellor  : 


85th  July. 


The  question  raised  by  the  first  exception  taken  by  Judgment  om  ^ 
each  of  the  three  sets  of  exceptants  in  this  case,  depends  j-^^  exception 
entirely  on  the  meaning  of  the  words  '*  in  tail  male." 

The  testator  devised  all  his  Bedfordshire  estates  to 
certain  persons,  upon  trust  that  they  should  settle  and 
convey  the  same  to  the  use  of  or  in  trust  for  George 
£ice,  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste  except 
pennissive  waste  or  spoliation,  with  remainder  to  his 
issue  in  tall  male,  in  strict  settlement.  I  agree  with 
Mr.  Hodgson  that  the  words :  "  in  strict  settlement," 
^  to  be  referred  to  the  mode  in  which  the  first  taker  is 
^  take,  and  that  they  have  no  effect  whatever  on  the 
limitations  which  are  to  be  made  to  those  who  are  to 
t^e  after  him.  The  settlement  would  be  equally  a 
^rict  settlement,  whatever  might  be  the  form  of  limita- 
tion to  the  issue  of  the  first  taker.  Those  words  mean 
°^ly  that  the  limitation  of  the  estate  to  the  first  taker. 


IW 
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shall  not  be  sach  as  to  enable  him  to  disappoint  the  ob- 
vious intention  of  the  settlor  or  testator,  that  the  children 
of  the  first  taker  should  take  after  him;and,  therefore,  the 
mode  was  introduced  of  either  strictly  tying  down  the 
first  taker  to  an  estate  for  life,  or  giving  him  an  estate 
for  99  years  if  he  should  so  long  live  ;  and,  if  he  took 
an  estate  of  freehold,  of  limiting  the  estate  to  trustees  in 
trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  during  his  life. 

Then  the  expression,  in  this  case,  being  to  George  Rice 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male  in  strict 
settlement,  it  is  plain  that  the  estate  to  be  taken  is  an 
estate  in  tail  male.  The  only  question  then  is,  who 
are  to  take  ?     The  answer  is,  the  issue. 

Tliat  the  words :  "  in  tail  male,"  or :  "  in  fee-simple," 
or  words  of  that  description,  do  not  describe  the  taker, 
but  describe  only  the  estate  which  the  taker  is  to 
have,  appears  to  me  to  be  manifest  to  anybody  who 
will  consider  the  language  which  is  used  by  Liuleion. 
In  his  first  section  he  says :  ^'  Tenant  in  fee-simple  is  he 
who  has  lands  and  tenements  to  hold  to  him  and  his 
heirs  for  ever:"  and  then,  in  his  13th  section,  after 
having  said  that  tenant  in  tail  is  by  force  of  the  statute 
of  Westminster  2d,  cap.  1,  he  says:  "  that  tenant  in  tail 
is  in  two  manners  ;  that  is  to  say,  tenant  in  tail  general, 
and  tenant  in  tail  special."  In  his  next  section  he  pro- 
ceeds to  state  what  a  tenant  in  tail  general  is ;  and  he 
says :  *'  tenant  in  tail  general  is  where  lands  are  given 
to  a  man  and  to  his  heirs  of  his  body  begotten."  Then, 
in  his  16lh  section,  he  says :  ''  a  tenant  in  tail  special  is 
where  lands  are  given  to  a  man  and  his  wife  and  to  the 
heirs  of  their  two  bodies." 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  language  of  the 
law  is  perfectly  clear,  and  has  a  defined  meaning ;  and 
that  the  words  ^  in  tail  male,"  no  otherwise  describe  the 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


130 


interest  or  estate  which  those  descended  from  the  issue 
are  to  have,  than  as  they  describe  the  interest  which,  in 
the  first  instance,  the  issue  themselves  are  to  take :  for 
the  subsequent  takers  will  take  by  descent  and  not  by 
purchase.  And  it  is  quite  clear  that,  if  you  name  the 
first  takers  and  then  describe  the  estate  which  they  are 
to  have,  it  will  be  by  virtue  of  that  estate  that  the  issue 
descended  from  them,  will  take.  In  that  sense  it  may 
be  said  that  the  words  do  describe  the  persons  who  are 
to  take ;  but  those  words  do  not  describe  the  persons 
who,  in  the  first  instance,  are  to  take  that  estate  which 
is  to  descend  to  heirs  of  a  particular  description. 


1842. 
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Now,  upon  the  words,  as  they  stand  by  themselves, 
it  is  clear  to  my   mind  that  the  testator  meant  that 
estates  in  tail  male  should  be  limited  to  those  who  were 
to  take  immediately  in  remainder  after  the  tenant  for 
life:  and   that  that  is  his  meaning,  is  confirmed  by 
adverting  to  this  circumstance,  namely,  that,  in  the  first 
will  which  he  has  made,  that  is  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates,  when  he  has  occasion  to  speak  of  issue  male,  he 
uses  those  very  words.    Therefore,  if  he  had  meant  that 
the  issue  of  the  first  taker  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates, 
should  be  the  issue  male,  I  must  suppose  that  he  would 
have   said   so.     Instead  of  which  he  has   cautiously 
abstained  from  using  the  language  which  is  found  in 
the  first  will,  and  has  used  language,  in  the  second  will, 
which,  in  my  opinion,  does  clearly  show  that  the  parties 
who  are  to  take  in  remainder  afler  the  tenant  for  life, 
are  the  issue  generally,  that  is  the   children  of  Mr. 
Kice  Trevor.    Tlierefore,  the  first  in  each  of  the  three 
sets  of  exceptions,  must  be  allowed  :  and  I  shall  there- 
fore declare  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  second  will,   the   persons  who   are  to  take  in 
remainder  afler  George  Rice  IVevor,  are  his  children. 
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The  mode  in  which  they  are  to  take,  will  be  for 
subsequent  consideration. 


Argument  on 
the  elded 
(iauirhtfrs  first 
exception. 


Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Wickens,  in  support  of  the 
first  exception  taken  by  Frances  Emily  Trewir : 

The  Court,  in  carrying  the  testator's  directions  into 
efiect,  ought  to  follow  the  same  rule  with  respect  to 
daughters  as  exists  with  regard  to  sons ;  that  is,  it  ought 
to  limit  the  estates  to  the  first  and  other  daughters, 
successively,  in  tail  male.  We  have  not  been  able, 
to  find  any  case  in  which  the  point  now  under  con- 
sideration has  been  determined.  There  is  nothing 
except  the  expression  in  the  judgment  in  Hart  v. 
Middlehurst  (A),  which  has  any  bearing  on  it :  and, 
there  Lord  Hardwicke  seems  to  intimate  that  the  same 
mode  of  limitation  should  be  adopted  with  regard  to 
daughters,  as  with  regard  to  sons :  and  that  seems  to 
us  to  be  consonant  to  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
as  it  is  to  be  collected,  from  the  general  scope  and 
tenor  of  his  will.  His  general  intention  seems  to  have 
been,  to  found  a  family  of  opulence  and  consequence  in 
Bedfordshire,  and  to  perpetuate  the  name  of  Trevor  in 
that  county :  and  that  intention  will  be  defeated  unless 
his  estates  in  that  county  are  preserved  entire.  One 
can  hardly  suppose  that  the  testator  could  have  in- 
tended that  his  estates  should  be  parcelled  out  amongst 
five  or  more  proprietors,  each  of  whom  was  to  bear 
the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor.  The  consequence  of 
which  would  be  that  the  importance  of  the  family  would 
be  materially  impaired.  Moreover,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
the  testator  intended  his  estate  to  go  over  whole  and 
entire. 


(k)  3  Atk.  371. 
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The  expression,  ^  strict  settlement/  means  two  things :  1842. 

first,  that  the  parent  should  be  made  tenant  for  life, 
and,  next,  that  bis  children  should  take  in  succession 
to  each  other. 

It  may  be  said,  perhaps,  that  the  testator  has  contem- 
plated the  possibility  of  a  plurality  of  persons  coming 
ioto  possession  of  his  estates,  and  that  that  cannot  hap- 
pen unless  the  daughters  take  as  tenants  in  common. 
But  the  truth  is  that  no  argument  can  be  derived  from 
the  loose  language  of  a  will  like  this,  which  merely 
points  out,  in  general  words,  what  is  to  be  done  in  a 
more  exact  and  formal  manner,  at  some  future  time ; 
and  then  the  testator's  general  purpose  and  intention 
must  be  the  guide. 

Mr.  Daniell  appeared  for  the  younger  daughters ; 

but— 

The  Vice-chancellor,  without  hearing    him, 
said : 

The    clause   as  to  taking  the  name   and   arms  of  Judgment  on 


Trevor,  points  to  the  case  of  several  persons,  as  well  as 
to  the  case  of  a  single  person  coming  into  possession  of 
the  estates :  and,  therefore,  it  is  applicable  to  the  case 
of  the  daughters  coming  into  possession,  collectively. 
And,  in  my  opinion,  that  clause  cannot  be  considered 
(8  pointing  to  the  case  of  one  of  the  daughters  and  her 
husband  coming  into  possession ;  because  the  testator 
says:  ''And  also  upon  the  like  condition  to  that  I  have 
nuide  in  my  will  of  my  Sussex  estate,  so  far  as  the 
<^&nge  of  circumstances  will  permit,  that  the  said  estate 
Aall  go  over  to  the  party  next  entitled  on  the  person 
for  the  time  being  possessed,  becoming  entitled  to  the 
barony  of  Dynevor"  So  that  he  refers  to  what  he  had 
done  by  his  will  of  the  Sussex  estates.    And  there  we 


the  eldest 
daughter*  t^rst 
exception. 
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find  that,  in  case  any  person  becoming  entitled  in  pos- 
session to  those  estates,  shall  neglect,  refuse,  or  discon- 
tinue to  take  and  use  the  name  and  anns  of  Trecor^  the 
estate  of  that  person  is  to  cease,  if  a  tenant  for  life,  as 
if  he  were  then  actually  dead,  and,  if  a  tenant  in  tail,  as 
if  he  were  actually  dead  and  there  were  also  an  utter 
extinction  or  failure  of  his  issue  male,  or  of  the  issue 
male  of  the  ancestor  through  whom  he  acquired  his 
estate  tail*.  That  clause  seems  to  me  to  exclude  the 
notion  of  the  word,  '  persons,'  being  applicable  to  a 
daughter  and  her  husband ;  and,  consequently,  the  in- 
ference that  the  word  '  persons '  applies  to  daughters 
taking  collectively,  remains  in  full  force. 


Besides,  in  limiting  estates  in  strict  settlement,  it  is 
more  usual  to  limit  them  to  daughters  as  tenants  in 
common,  than  in  succession. 

Mr,  Sethell:  Your  Honoris  decision  upon  that  ex- 
ception disposes,  in  effect,  of  all  the  exceptions  taken 
by  the  daughters,  except  that  which  relates  to  the 
taking  of  the  name  and  arms. 


Argument  on 
G.  R.  Trevor's 
fiturth  exception* 


The  Solicitor-general  and  Mr.  Romilly,  in  support 
of  G.  R.  Trevor's  fourth  exception : 

This  exception  applies  to  the  clause  which  directs 
that  the  Bedfordshire  estates  shall  go  over,  on  the  party 
in  possession  of  them  succeeding  to  the  barony  of 
Dj/nevor.    The  Master  has  framed  that  clause  so  that 


*  It  is  submitted  that  the  clause  in  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates  to  which  the  testator  referred,  was  not  the  clause 
relating  to  the  taking  of  the  name  and  arms,  but  that  relating 
to  succession  to  the  barony  of  Dacre. 
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it  applies  to  George  Rice  Trevor j  as  well  as  to  his  issue 
male,  aucceediog  to  the  barony.  We  contend  that  it 
ought  not  to  ha?e  included  George  Rice  Trevor. 

Your  Honor  will  observe  that  there  is  a  difference 
between  the  limitations  of  the  two  estates,  and  the  par- 
ties stood  somewhat  in  a  different  position.  Henrj/ 
Brand,  who  was  the  first  tenant  for  hfe  of  the  Sussex 
estates,  was  the  heir  presumptive  to  the  barony  of 
There \  and,  therefore,  he  might  or  might  not  succeed 
to  it.  But  Mr.  Rice  Trevor  was  the  heir  apparent  to 
the  barony  of  Dynevor,  and,  consequently,  on  tlie  death 
of  his  father,  he  would,  of  necessity,  succeed  to  that 
barony.  The  question,  therefore,  is  whether  the  tes- 
tator, from  the  different  wording  of  his  will,  did  not 
mean  differently  as  to  the  going  over  of  the  two  estates. 
The  Sussex  estates  were  devised  to  Henry  Brand  for 
life  or  until  he  should  become  Baron  Dacre,  with  re- 
mainder to  Thomas  Brand  for  life  or  until  he  should 
become  Baron  Dacre.  But  the  Bedfordshire  estates 
are  given  to  Mr.  Rice  Trevor  for  life :  **  upon  the  like 
condition  to  that  I  have  made  in  my  will  of  my  Sussex 
estate,  so  far  as  the  change  of  circumstances  will  per- 
mit, that  the  said  estate  shall  go  over  to  the  party  next 
entitled,  on  the  person  for  the  time  being  possessed, 
beouraing  entitled  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor,**  Now 
the  shifting  clause  in  the  will  of  the  Sussex  estates,  is 
confined,  altogether,  to  the  issue  in  tail :  and  we  submit 
that,  there  being  no  limitation  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates 
to  Mr.  jRice  Trevor  for  life  or  until  he  shall  become 
Lord  Dynevor,  but  there  being  an  absolute  limitation  to 
him  for  life,  the  shifting  clause  that  is  to  be  introduced 
into  the  settlement  of  those  estates,  ought  to  be  framed 
BiQiilarly  to  the  shifting  clause  of  the  Sussex  estates ; 
and  then  it  will  not  apply  to  Mr.  Rice  Trevor y  the  tenant 
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for  life,  but  will  be  confined  to  his  issue  in  tail ;  as  it 
ought  to  be,  in  order  to  make  it  correspond  (as  the 
testator  has  directed  that  it  shall  do)  with  the  shifting 
clause  of  the  Sussex  estates. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 
I  do  not  think  that  that  is  the  true  construction  of 
the  will.  Because,  after  having  limited  the  Bedford- 
shire estates  to  G.  Rice  Trevor  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  issue  in  tail  male,  in  strict  settlement,  the  testator 
says :  **  Upon  the  like  condition  to  that  I  have  made  in 
my  will  of  my  Sussex  estates,  so  far  as  the  change  of 
circumstances  will  permit,  that  the  said  estate  shall  go 
over  to  the  party  next  entitled,  on  the  person  for  the 
time  being  possessed,  becoming  entitled  to  the  barony 
of  Ih/nevor.**  Now  the  very  form  of  limitation  which 
the  testator  has  adopted  with  regard  to  his  Sussex 
estates,  is  tantamount  to  a  condition :  for  it  is,  in  effect, 
a  limitation  to  Henry  Brand  for  life,  upon  condition 
that,  if  he  succeeds  to  the  barony  of  Dacre,  his  life 
estate  shall  cease  and  the  estates  shall  go  to  his  son 
Thomas  Brand  (or  life,  but  subject  to  the  like  condition. 
It  is  more  shortly  expressed,  I  admit;  but  it  is  equally 
a  conditional  limitation. 


It  was  the  plain  intention  of  the  testator  that  no  taker 
of  his  Bedfordshire  estates,  should  hold  those  estates 
and  the  barony  of  Dynevor  together ;  and,  therefore,  the 
Master  ought  to  have  followed  the  precedent  furnished 
him  by  the  will  of  the  Sussex  estates,  that  is,  he  ought 
to  have  limited  the  Bedfordslure  estates  to  Cr.  S.  Trevor 
for  life  or  until  he  shall  become  Baron  Dynevor ;  and 
then  the  shifting  clause,  like  the  shifting  clause  in  the 
will  of  the  Sussex  estates,  need  not  include  the  tenant 
for  life. 
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The  Solicitor-general  and  Mr.  Romilly : 
We  have  another  objection  to  make  to  the  shifting 
clause. 

If  Mr.  Rice  Trevor  should  have  a  son  and  no  other 
child,  and  that  son  should  succeed  to  the  barony  of 
Dynevor,  the  estates  (as  the  shifting  clause  now  stands) 
will  go  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee :  but,  according  to  the 
shilling  clause  in  the  virill  of  the  Sussex  estates,  those 
estates  are  not  to  shift  at  all,  unless  there  shall  be  in 
existence,  at  the  time,  another  son  or  the  issue  male  of 
another  son  of  Thomas  Brand. — [The  Vice-Chancellor : 
What  I  understand  to  be  the  effect  of  the  shifting  clause 
in  the  v^ill  of  the  Sussex  estates,  is  that  if,  at  the  time 
when  the  barony  of  Dacre  descends  upon  any  issue  male 
of  TAofnas  Brandy  any  other  issue  male  of  that  gentle- 
man is  or  are  in  existence,  the  vesting,  in  possession, 
of  the  ultimate  limitation  to  Henry  Brand  in  fee,  is  not 
then  to  take  place.] 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Z.  Wigram  : 

There  is  this  difference  between  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates  and  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates.  Under 
the  former,  the  daughters  of  the  tenant  for  life,  take  no 
interest  whatever;  but  your  Honor  has  decided  that, 
under  the  latter,  the  daughters  of  the  tenant  for  life,  do 
take  an  interest.  Besides,  there  is  a  great  difference  be- 
tween the  scheme  of  limitation  in  the  two  wills.  In  the 
will  of  the  Sussex  estates,  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  ulti- 
mate remainder-man,  are  the  same  person;  and,  there- 
fore, the  testator  did  not  intend  those  estates  to  go  back 
to  the  tenant  for  life,  so  long  as  any  issue  male  should 
be  in  existence.  But,  in  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire 
estates,  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  ultimate  remainder- 
man in  fee,  are  different  persons ;  and,  therefore,  the 
same  reason  does  not  apply  to  them.  And  the  testator 
Vol.  XIII.  L 
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has  said :  ''  so  far  as  the  change  of  circumstances  will 
permit : "  which  points  to  the  difference  of  circumstances 
that  exists  between  the  limitations  of  the  two  estates. 

Mr.  Hodgson: 
The  distinction  between  the  two  shifting  clauses, 
arises  from  the  difference  that  exists  between  the  barony 
of  Dacre  and  the  barony  of  Dytievor.  The  former  is 
descendible  to  females  as  well  as  males ;  the  latter  is 
descendible  to  males  only.  Thomas  Brand  may  have 
two  sons.  The  eldest  son  may  die  leaving  a  daughter 
only ;  then  that  daughter  will  become  Baroness  Dacn ; 
but  her  uncle  will  be  Thomas  Brandos  heir  in  tail  male; 
and  the  testator  framed  the  shifting  clause  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  we  find  it  in  his  will  relating  to  the  Sussex 
estates,  in  order  to  keep  those  estates  in  the  male  line 
of  Thomas  Brand,  notwithstanding  the  descent  of  the 
barony  upon  one  of  that  gentleman's  issue.  But  the 
barony  of  Dynevor  can  not  descend  to  a  daughter  of 
an  elder  son  of  George  Rice  Trevor:  and  that  is  the 
reason  why  the  shifting  clause  in  the  will  of  the  Bedfordr 
shire  estates,  is  framed  differently  from  the  shifting 
clause  in  the  will  of  the  Sussex  estates. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

Your  argument  is  founded  on  an  assumption  of  a 
reason  for  what  the  testator  did :  but  I  am  not  at  all 
satisfied  that  what  you  assume  to  be  the  reason  for 
framing  the  shifting  clause  as  we  find  it  in  the  will  of 
the  Sussex  estates,  is  the  real  reason. 


It  seems  to  me  that  the  testator  has  expressly  pro- 
vided that  there  shall  not  be  a  disunion  of  the  Sussex 
estates  from  the  barony  of  Dacre,  unless  in  the  event  of 
there  being  some  other  person   capable  of  inheriting 
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those  estates  in  tail  male  after  the  barony  has  descended 
upon  the  person  in  possession ;  in  order,  as  I  understand 
and  as  the  words  themselves  imply,  that  the  descent  of 
the  barony  of  Dacre  shall  not  have  the  effect  of  accele- 
rating, to  Henry  Brand,  the  remainder  in  fee  ;  but  that, 
in  the  event  of  there  being  no  other  male  issue  capable 
of  taking  the  estates  afler  the  barony  has  descended, 
the  barony  and  the  estates  may  go  together  as  far  as 
they  can. 


1842. 
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It  is  observable  that  there  is  a  sort  of  reciprocal 
quality  affecting  both  the  estates.  The  Sussex  estates 
are  limited  so  that  sons  and  their  issue  male  can  alone 
take ;  but  the  barony  of  Dacre  is  capable  of  descend- 
ing to  females  as  well  as  to  males.  The  Bedfordshire 
estates  are  so  limited  as  that  sons  as  well  as  daughters 
and  their  issue  male,  may  take :  but  the  barony  of 
Dyrtevor  can  descend  only  to  sons  and  their  issue  male. 
Then,  if  there  should  be  no  daughters  or  issue  male  of 
daughters,  and  the  barony  of  Dynevor  should  descend 
upon  a  tenant  in  tail  male,  being  a  son  of  George  Rice 
Trevor  or  some  of  his  issue,  the  descent  of  the  barony 
(supposing  the  clause  to  stand  as  you  say  it  ought  to  do) 
would  deprive  the  party  in  possession,  of  his  estate. 


Now  I  apprehend  that  the  testator  meant  the  same 
thing  to  take  place  with  respect  to  the  Bedfordshire 
estates  as  with  respect  to  the  Sussex  estates,  namely, 
that,  in  the  event  of  the  barony  of  Dynevor  descending 
oa  a  son  of  George  Rice  Trevor  or  the  issue  male  of 
a  son,  be  should  continue  to  hold  the  Bedfordshire 
estates,  unless  there  was  some  person  capable,  under 
the  limitations  previously  expressed  in  the  instrument, 
of  taking  those  estates  in  the  way  of  taking  them  in 
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184a.  remainder;  in  order  to  prevent  tlie  acceleration  of  the 

'        ^        '  fee,  in  possession,  to  Henry  Brand.    Therefore,  as  far 

REvoR  ^g  ^^^  p^j^  ^j.  ^^^  exception  is  concerned,  it  is  right, 

Trevor.  


Argument  on  The  Solicitor-general  and  Mr.  Romil/y,  for  George 

the  exceptions  to    Rice  Trevor,  abandoned  the  exception  taken,  by  their 
the  proviso  as  to  '  '^  '      -^ 

taking  the  name   client,  to  the  proviso  as  to  taking  the  name  and  arms  of 

and  arms  of         Trevor;  but  concurred  with  Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Wickan, 

and  Mr.  Daniell  in  supporting  the  exception  taken  to 

that  proviso  by  the  daughters  of  G.  JR.  Trevor. 

The  clause  in  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates,  re- 
specting the  taking  of  the  name  and  arms,  is  in  very 
general  terms  :  it  says,  merely,  that  all  persons  from  time 
to  time  to  come  into  possession  of  the  estates,  shall, 
within  a  year  afterwards,  take  the  name  and  bear  the 
arms  of  Trevor.  The  clause  in  the  will  of  the  Sussex 
estates,  is  more  stringent :  but  your  Honor  will  bear 
in  mind  that  it  is  the  will  of  the  Bedfordshire  estates 
that  is  to  be  the  guide  in  making  the  settlement  of  the 
5tiMej  estates,  and  not  vice  versA.  The  proviso  intro- 
duced by  the  Master ,  directs  that  every  person  who  shall 
come  into  possession  of  the  estates,  shall,  within  a  year 
afterwards,  take  and  use  the  name  and  arms  of  Trevor ; 
and  that,  if  he  refuses,  neglects,  or  discontinues  so  to 
do,  the  estates  shall  go  over  as  if  he  were  dead,  and,  in 
the  case  of  his  being  a  son  or  the  issue  male  of  a  son 
of  G.  R.  Trevor,  as  if  there  were  a  total  failure  of  the 
issue  male  of  such  son :  so  that,  if  Mr.  Rice  Trevor 
were  to  have  a  son,  and  that  son  were  to  have  two  or 
more  sons,  and  the  eldest  of  them  were  to  refuse  or 
discontinue  to  use  the  name  and  arms,  the  estates  would 
go  away,  not  only  from  him  and  his  issue  male,  but 


Trevor 

V. 
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from  all  his  brothers  and  sisters  (if  he  had  any)  and  all  1842. 

their  issue  male :  but  that  never  could  have  been  intended 
by  the  testator.  The  proviso  which  we  propose  to  sub- 
stitute for  the  one  which  the  Master  has  approved  of,  Tr l'vor 
confines  the  consequence  of  refusing  or  discontinuing  to 
take  and  use  the  name  and  arms,  to  the  defaulter  and 
his  issue  male. 

Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  L.  Wig  ram  and  Mr.  Hodgson, 
for  Henry  Trevor  (late  Brand) : 
The  common  mode  of  carrying  into  eifect  a  direction, 
in  an  executory  will,  as  to  taking  the  name  and  arms  of 
the  testator,  is  to  say  that  the  estate  of  the  party  who 
refuses,  shall  cease. — [The  Vice-Chancellor:  That  is  not 
denied.] — If  that  is  conceded,  it  is  all  we  ask.  If,  in 
the  case  put  by  the  Solicitor-general,  the  eldest  grandson 
refuses  to  comply  with  the  direction,  all  that  we  say  is 
that  his  estate  is  to  cease.  But  then  we  must  not  lose 
sight  of  the  point  that  the  party  who  so  refuses,  has  in 
him,  at  that  time,  the  whole  estate  tail :  and  his  brother 
has  got  no  more  interest  in  the  estate,  than  any  of  his 
children  or  issue  have.  On  what  possible  ground  then 
can  it  be  contended  that  the  estate  is  to  be  taken  away 
from  the  issue  of  the  eldest  grandson,  and  not  from  his 
brother  ?  He  does  not  take  the  estate  by  purchase,  but 
by  descent.  If  he  were  the  purchaser,  the  estate  he  holds 
would  wholly  cease,  and  all  his  issue  male  would  be  ex- 
duded :  and  then  his  brother,  being  the  next  remainder- 
man, would  take.  The  way  in  which  directions  like  the 
one  in  question  are  always  carried  into  effect,  is  to  say  that 
the  estate  which  is  in  the  party  who  refuses,  shall  cease. 

Mr.  Hodgson : 
The  proviso  inserted  by  the  Master,  is  in  accordance 
with  the  proviso,  for  the  like  purpose,  which  the  testator 
has,  himself,  introduced  into  his  will  of  the  Sussex 
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estates:  aiid  it  could  not  be  expressed  in  any  othei 
manner,  without  violating  the  rules  of  law.  It  could 
not  be  framed  so  as  to  divest  the  estates  from  the  eldest 
grandson  and  his  issue,  and  to  vest  them  in  his  brother. 
For  the  estate  which  issue  in  tail  or  in  tail  male  take, 
is  the  estate  of  the  ancestor  from  whom  the  estate  in 
tail  or  in  tail  male  was  originally  derived.  The  issue 
do  not  take  as  the  issue  of  their  immediate  ancestor; 
and  the  proviso  must  determine  the  estate  tail  to  the 
same  extent  as  it  would  be  determined  if  there  were  an 
entire  failure  of  issue  to  inherit  the  estate  tail  of  which 
the  defaulting  party  was  seised  (/):  and  that  is  what 
the  testator  has  done  with  regard  to  his  Sussex  estates. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

My  notion  is  that  this  condition  has  no  reference  to 
the  Sussex  estateSyand^therefore,  is  not  to  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  Sussex  estates.  Where  the  testa- 
tor did  mean  to  refer  to  the  limitations  of  the  Sussex 
estates,  he  has  done  so,  in  express  terms,  in  the  next 
proviso.  Therefore,  I  do  not  see  why  this  clause  should 
be  so  expressed  as  to  produce  the  effect  of  making  to 
cease  the  estate  of  a  person  who  happens  only  to  be  a 
brother  or  collateral  relation  of  the  offending  party. 


27fh  July. 
Order  on  the 
exceptions. 


The  order  made  was,  in  substance,  as  follows  :  This 
Court  doth  declare,  upon  the  first  exception  taken  by 
each  of  the  excepting  parties,  that,  immediately  after  the 
limitation  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  G.  R.  Trevor 
successively  in  tail  male,  there  ought  to  be  inserted,  in 
the  draft  settlement,  a  limitation  to  all  the  daughters 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with   cross  remainders 

(0  Harg.  &  But.  Co.  Litt.  3^7  a,  note  n ;  and  Feame  on 
Remainders,  254,  note  {e\  gth  edit. 
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between  them  in  tail :  And  the  Court  allowed  the  third 
exception  of  G.  R.  Trevor  and  the  third  exception  of 
his  eldest  daughter  and  the  second  exception  of  his 
younger  daughters ;  and,  upon  his  fourth  exception,  it 
declared  that  the  limitation  to  him  ought  to  have  been 
a  limitation  to  him  and  his  assigns,  for  life  or  until  he 
should  succeed  to  the  barony  of  Dynevor,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste,  except  as  is  mentioned   in   the 
draft ;  and  that  the  limitations  and  the  other  provisions 
having   reference   to  the   determination  of  his   estate, 
should  have  been  made  applicable  to  his  succeeding  to 
the  barony  in  like  manner  as  to  his  death  :  And  the  Court 
declared  that,  in  lieu  of  the  proviso  in  the  draft  and  which 
was  set  forth  in  his  fourth  exception,  a  proviso  ought 
to  have  been  inserted  to  the  following  effect:  that,  in  case 
the  barony  of  Dynevor  should  descend  to  any  child  of 
G.  R.  Trevor  thereby  made  tenant  in  tail  male,  or  upon 
any  issue  male  of  any  such  child,  the  use  for  the  benefit 
of  such  child  or  issue  male  (provided  that  there  should 
be  then  in  existence  any  other  child  or  the  issue  male 
of  any  other  child  of  G,  R.  Trevor  capable  of  taking  or 
inheriting  the   estates   under   the   limitations)   should 
cease^  as  if  the  child  who  or  whose  issue  male  should 
succeed  to  the  barony,  were  not  only  dead,  but  as  if 
there  were  also  an  utter  failure  or  extinction  of  the  male 
issue  of  such  child,  and  that  the  estates  should  there- 
upon go  to  the  person  or  persons  next  beneficially  en- 
titled in  remainder  under  the  limitations,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  child  were  not  only  dead,  but  as  if 
there  were  also  an  utter  failure  or  extinction  of  the 
child's  male  issue :  And  the  Court  allowed  the  third 
exception  of  the  daughters:    and  it   allowed  G.  JR. 
Trevor's  second   exception  with  the   following  varia- 
tion of  the  clause  thereby  proposed   to   be  inserted 
in  the  drafts  namely,  in  lieu  of  the  words :  ''  the  then 
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ordinary,  annual  rental  of  the  estates/'  the  words : ''  the 
annual  rent  payable  at  the  time  of  making  the  limitation 
or  appointment/'  to  be  inserted  :  And  the  Court  referred 
it  back,  to  the  Master,  to  review  his  report,  and  to  revise 
and  resettle  the  draft  settlement,  having  regard  to  the 
declarations  and  directions  thereinbefore  contained*. 

•  Henry  Trevor  (late  Brind)  has  appealed,  to  the  House 
of  Lords,  from  the  above  order,  except  so  far  as  it  allowed 
the  third  exception,  taken  by  the  daughters  of  G.  Rice  Trevor^ 
relating  to  the  name-and-arms  clause  in  the  draft  settlement 
Probably,  he  omitted  that  part  of  the  order  in  his  appeal, 
because  the  clause  might  be  barred  on  the  first  tenant  in  tail 
male  coming  of  age.  It  will  be  seen,  however,  on  referring 
to  Mr.  Butlers  note  to  Co.  Litt.  327 a,  and  to  the  precedents 
of  settlements  and  wills  published  by  Bytheuoood  S^  Jarmim^ 
and  Martin  Sf  Davidson^  that  it  is  the  practice  of  convey- 
ancers  so  to  frame  clauses  for  the  like  purpose,  as  to  defeat 
the  entire  estate  tail  of  which  the  non-complying  party  was 
seised,  and  to  give  the  property  over  to  the  party  next 
entitled  in  remainder  under  the  limitations  contained  in  the 
instrument. 

The  reason  stated,  in  the  printed  appeal  case,  for  appeal- 
ing from  the  allowance  of  Geo.  Rice  Trevors  second  excep- 
tion, relating  to  the  power  to  jointure,  was:  **  that  the 
yearly  sum  to  be  appointed,  ought  to  be  subject  to  the 
land-tax,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  outgoings  should  be 
taken  out  of  the  gross  rental,  before  the  division  takes  place 
to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  jointure.'*  It  is  submitted 
that  His  Honoris  judgment  on  the  second  exception,  was 
to  that  effect.  What  the  Reporter  understood  His  Honor  to 
say  was,  in  substance,  that  the  word  *  rental '  ought  not  to 
be  inserted  in  the  order,  because  it  meant  the  gross  amount 
of  the  rents  which  the  tenants  were  liable  to  pay;  and  that 
the  word  *  rent '  ought  to  be  substituted  for  it,  in  order  to 
express  that  the  jointure  ought  not  to  exceed  one  fifth  of  the 
amount  receivable^  by  the  landlord,  in  the  way  of  rent,  aftei 
the  deductions  usually  made  by  tenants,  t.  e.  it  is  presumed, 
for  land-tax,  quit-rents,  and  other  payments  usually  borne 
by  landlords. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 
From  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Scotland. 


JOHN  THOMSON,  ESQ.,  ATTORNEY  FOR  THE  1842: 

EXECUTORS  OF  JOHN   GRANT,   LATE   OF  -^"^^ 

DEMER  ARA,  DECEASED    -     Plaintiff  in  Error.         ^^46  : 

17th  and  18th 

HER  MAJESTY'S  ADVOCATE-GENERAL,  February. 

Defendant  iu  Error.*     ^^^^^^  ^^^^^ 

The  late  John  Grant,  esquire,  a  native  of  Scotland^  

died  domiciled  in  Demerara,  leaving  funds  in  the  Royal  A  native  of 

Bank  of  Scotland.     By  his  testament,  he  nominated  domiciled  in 

executors  resident  in  Demerara^  and  left  certain  lega-  Demerara^  hav- 

cies  to  parties  in  Scotland,  and  the  residue  of  his  estate  '"S  personal 

'  property  m 

to  others  residing  in  the  colony.    The  executors  ap-  Scoilandy  and 

pointed  Mr.  Tkomson,  their  attorney  in  this  country,  to  having  left 

administer  the  Scotch  estate,  who,  accordingly,  took  out  ^^  |„  ^y^^ 

Cimfinnation  or  probate  of  the  will  in  the  usual  form,  country. 

and  paid  part  of  the  legacies.  A  claim  was  made,  on  the  ,  ®    .V,*  }? 
r        r  ©  '  legacies  were 

part  of  the  Crown,  for  legacy  and  residue  duty  out  of  this  not  liable  to 
estate,  in  respect  of  its  having  been  property  situated  in  legacy  duty. 
Scotland,  belonging  to  a  British  subject,  and  there  ad- 
ministered and  distributed.    This  claim  was  resisted  by 
Mr.  Thomson,  on  the  ground  that,  as  the  law  of  the 
testator's  domicile  at  the  time  of  his  death,  ruled  the 

^  The  Reporter  is  indebted  to  Mr,  Anderson  for  the 
above  report.  It  confirms  the  principle  upon  which  The 
Commisiioners  of  Charitable  Donations  and  Bequests  in  Ireland 
V.  Detereux  (ante,  p.  14),  was  decided  :  but  the  judgment  of 
the  House  of  Lords  was  not  pronounced  until  after  that  case 
bad  been  sent  to  press;  and,  therefore,  it  could  not  be 
inierted  in  a  note  to  that  case. 
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succession,  the  liability  of  personal  estate  to  legacy 
duty  was  governed  by  that  law ;  and  that  no  legacy  or 
residue  duty  was  due  by  the  law  of  Demerara. 

In  the  Exchequer  Court  of  Scotland,  the  case  was 
decided  in  favour  of  the  Crown,  but  was  carried,  by  writ 
of  error,  to  the  House  of  Lords. 


The  cause  was  argued,  at  great  length,  before  the 
House  of  Lords,  in  July  1842,  by  Mr.  Pemberton  and 
Mr.  Anderson,  for  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  and  the  Soli- 
citor-general (Follett)  and  Mr.  Cromptori,  on  the  part  of 
the  Crown.  For  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  it  was  contended 
that  the  language  of  the  statute  imposing  the  duty: 
"  every  legacy  given  by  any  will,  of  any  person,"  &c. 
must  receive  some  limitation,  and  that  the  domicile  of 
the  party  was  the  only  sound  criterion  that  could  be 
applied ;  that  the  circumstance  of  the  debt  being  owing 
from  persons  in  this  country,  was  immaterial,  as  debts 
follow  the  person  of  the  creditor  and  not  of  the  debtor ; 
besides,  the  debtor  may  be  sued  wherever  he  is  found. 
Neither  could  the  administration  of  the  will  in  this 
country,  furnish  the  rule :  the  tax  on  administration 
is  otherwise  provided  for  by  probate  duty.  Further, 
making  administration  the  test,  would  be  in  opposition 
to  the  intent  of  the  statute,  by  which  the  duty  is  im- 
posed as  a  tax  on  succession,  irrespective  altogether  of 
administration.  Moreover,  it  would,  in  that  case,  depend 
upon  the  will  or  caprice  of  the  debtor  whether  duty 
would  be  exigible  or  not ;  as  he  might,  and  it  would  be 
his  duty  to,  remit  to  the  executors  abroad,  and  thereby 
supersede  the  necessity  of  administering  the  will  in  this 
country.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  testator's  domicile 
were  adopted,  it  furnished  a  solid  and  unerring  rule  for 
resolving  all  such  questions ;  and  accordingly  it  had 
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been  more  or  less  given  effect  to  in  the  recent  cases 
wliich  had  occurred. 


For  the  Crown,  it  was  contended  that  domicile  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  question ;  that  legacy  duty  wiis 
a  fiscal  regulation,  and  was  chargeable  wherever  any 
person  in  Great  Britain  took  upon  himself  the  admi- 
nistration or  execution  of  a  will  in  a  representative 
character. 
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Before  the  arguments  were  concluded,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  observed  that  the  question  involved  in  the 
^ase  was  of  very  great  importance  in  its  operation,  and 
^hat  it  would  be  desirable  to  have  the  opinions  of  the 
J  udges.  Lords  Brougham  and  Campbell  concurred  in 
t.his  suggestion,  and  the  House  accordingly  appointed 
tlie  cause  to  be  re-argued  by  one  counsel  on  each  side; 
^nd  the  Judges  to  attend. 

The  hearing  commenced  on  Monday,  the  17th  of 
X^ebniary  1845,  when  Mr.  Fitzroy  KeHif  opened  for 
^Ir.  Thomson^  the  Plaintiff  in  Error.     On  Tuesday,  the 
Solicitor-general  (Thesiger)  was  heard  in  answer ;  after 
which,  without  calling  on  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  to  reply, 
the  Lord  Chancellor  put  the  following  question  to  the 
Judges: — ''  A.  £.,  a  British  subject,  bom  in  England, 
resided  in  a  British  colony,  made  his  will  and  died  do- 
miciled there.     At  the  time  of  his  death,  debts  were 
owing  to  him  in  England :   his  executor  in  England 
collected  those  debts,  and,  out  of  the  money  so  col- 
lected, he  paid  legacies  to  certain  legatees  in  England: 
Are  such  legacies  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  legacy 
duty?"      His   Lordship   framed   the  question  in  this 
fora),  because  the  statute  equally  affected  England  and 
Scotland. 
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The  Judges  requested  a  short  time  to  consider  their 
answer.  They  retired  for  this  purpose,  and,  at  the  end 
of  about  an  hour,  returned,  when — 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tiiu2a/ delivered  the  unani- 
mous opinion  of  the  Judges,  in  the  following 
terms: 

The  question  which  your  Lordships  have  put  to  Her 
Majesty's  Judges  is  this :  '^  ^1.  B.,  a  British  subject^ 
born  in  England,  resided  in  a  British  colony :  he  made 
his  will  and  died  domiciled  there.  At  the  time  of  his 
death  he  had  debts  owing  to  him  in  England  i  his 
executor  in  England  collected  those  debts,  and,  out  of 
the  money  so  collected,  paid  legacies  to  certain  legatees 
in  England.  The  question  is :  Are  such  legacies  liable 
to  the  payment  of  legacy  duty  ? '' 

In  answer  to  this  question,  I  have  the  honour  to 
inform  your  Lordships,  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  all  the 
Judges  who  have  heard  this  case  argued,  that  such 
legacies  are  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  legacy  duty. 

It  is  admitted,  in  all  the  decided  cases,  that  the  very 
general  words  of  the  statute :  ''  every  legacy  given  by 
any  will  or  testamentary  instrument  of  any  person," 
roust,  of  necessity,  receive  some  limitation  in  their  appli- 
cation ;  for  they  cannot,  in  reason,  extend  to  every  per- 
son every  where,  whether  subjects  of  this  kingdom  or 
foreigners,  and  whether,  at  the  time  of  their  death, 
domiciled  within  the  realm  or  abroad;  and,  as  your 
Lordships'  question  applies  only  to  legacies  out  of  per- 
sonal estate  strictly  and  properly  so  called,  we  think 
such  necessary  limitation  is  that  the  statute  does  not 
extend  to  the  wills  of  persons,  at  the  time  of  their 
death,  domiciled  out  of  Great  Britain,  whether  the 


CASES    IN   CHANCERY. 


157 


assets  are  locally  situated  within  England  or  not ;  for 
we  cannot  consider  that  any  distinction  can  be  properly 
made  between  debts  due  to  the  testator  from  persons 
resident  in  the  country  in  which  the  testator  is  domi- 
ciled at  the  time  of  his  deaths  and  debts  due  to  him 
from  debtors  resident  in  another  and  different  country ; 
but  that  all  such  debts  do  equally  form  part  of  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  and  must  all 
'oilow  the  same  rule,  namely,  the  law  of  the  domicile 
^f  the  testator  or  intestate. 


1845. 

' ^ • 

Thobison 
r. 
Her 
Majesty's 
Advocate- 
General. 


And  such  principle,  we  think,  may  be  extracted  from 
^11  the  later  decided  cases,  though  sometimes  attempts 
'^^ve  been  made,  perhaps  ineffectually,  to  reconcile  with 
^Hem  the  earlier  decisions.    There  is  no  distinction  what- 
ever between  the  case  proposed  to  us  and  that  decided 
^«^  the  House  of  Lords,  The  Attorney-general  v.  Jcu^k- 
*ow(a),  or  The  Attorney-general  v.  Forbes  {b),  except  the 
^circumstance  that,  in  the  present  question,  the  personal 
l^Toperty  is  assumed  to  be,  for  the  purposes  of  the  pro- 
l>atey  locally  situated  in  England  at  the  time  of  the  tes- 
"t^^tor's  death ;  but  that  circumstance  was  held  to  be 
^  'snmaterial  in  the  case  In  re  Ewin  (c),  where  it  was 
decided  that  a  British   subject,   dying  domiciled   in 
^.England,  legacy  duty  was  payable  on  his  property  in 
tJie  ftuids  of  Russia^  Prance,  Austria,  and  America. 

And  again,  in  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Arnold  (d),  where 

^he  testator,  a  natural-born  Englishman,  but  domiciled 

in  IndiOf  died  there,  it  was  held  by  Lord  Cottenham 

that  the  legacy  duty  was  not  payable  upon  the  legacies 


(c)  8  Bligh,  15. 

(6)  S.  C.  3  01.  &  Fin.  48. 

(0  I  Crcmi.  &  Jerv.  151. 


(d)  2  Myl.  &  Keen,  365 ; 
and  a  Myl  &  Cr.  356. 
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under  his  will,  his  Lordship  adding :  ^  It  is  fortunate 
that  this  question,  which  has  been  so  long  afloat,  is 
now  finally  settled  by  an  authoritative  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords," 

And  as  to  the  argument  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  on 
the  part  of  the  Crown,  that  the  proper  distinction  was 
whether  the  estate  was  administered  by  a  person  in  a 
representative  character  in  this  country,  and  that,  in 
case  of  such  administering,  the  legacy  duty  was  pay- 
able, we  think  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  thereto,  that  the 
liability  to  legacy  duty  does  not  depend  on  the  act  of 
the  executor  in  proving  the  will  in  this  country,  or  upon 
his  administering  here;  the  question,  as  it  appears  to  us, 
not  being  whether  there  be  administration  in  England 
or  not,  but  whether  the  will  and  legacy  be  a  will  and 
legacy  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  imposing  the 
duty. 

For  these  reasons,  we  think  the  legacies  described  in 
your  Lordships'  question  are  not  liable  to  the  payment 
of  legacy  duty. 

In  giving  judgment,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
spoke  as  follows : 
My  Lords,  in  consequence  of  something  that  was 
thrown  out  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  I  think  it  proper  to 
state  that  it  was  not  from  any  serious  doubt  or  difficulty 
which  we  considered  to  be  inherent  in  this  question  in 
the  former  argument,  that  we  thought  it  right  to  ask 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  but  it  was  on  account  of  its 
extensive  nature,  and  because  the  question  applied  only 
to  Scotland  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  presented  to 
your  Lordships'  House;  whereas,  in  reality  and  in  sub- 
stance, it  applies  to  the  entire  kingdom,  not  only  to 
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Great  Britain^  but»  in  substauce,  to  Ireland,  and  to  all 
the  British  poftsessions.  We  thought  it  right,  there- 
fore, in  consequence  of  the  extensive  nature  and  opera- 
tion of  the  question,  that  the  case  should  be  argued  a 
fiecood  time ;  and  we  also  thought,  from  the  nature  of 
the  question,  that  it  was  proper  to  request  the  attend- 
ance of  Her  Majesty's  Judges  upon  the  occasion,  be- 
cause we  thought  that  the  opinion  of  your  Lordships' 
House  being  in  concurrence  with  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  Judges,  would  possess  that  weight  with  your 
Lordships,  and  that  weight  with  the  country,  which,  upon 
all  occasions,  the  opinions  of  Her  Majesty's  Judges  are 
entitled  to  receive. 


1845. 
' *— ^ 

Thomson 

V. 

Her 
Majesty's 
Advocate- 
General. 


My  Lords,  it  appeared  to  me,  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  question  turned,  as  it  must  necessarily 
turn,  upon  the  meaning  of  the  statute.    In  the  very  first 
section  of  the  statute,  the  operation  of  it  is  limited  to 
Great  Britain ;  it  does  not  extend  to  Ireland,  it  does 
not  extend  to  the  colonies,  and,  therefore,  notwithstand- 
ing the  general  terms  contained  in  the  Schedule,  those 
terms  must  be  read  in  connexion  with  the  first  section 
of  the  Act;  and  it  is  clear,  therefore,  that  they  must  re- 
ceive that  limited  construction  and  interpretation  which 
is  only  consistent  with  the  first  section  of  the  Act.   Ac- 
cordingly, my  Lords,  it  has  been  determined,  in  the  case 
that  was  cited  at  the  bar.  In  re  Bruce  (e),  that  it  does 
not  apply,  notwithstanding  the  extensive  terms,  to  the 
case  of  a  foreigner  residing  abroad,  and  a  will  made 
abroad;  although  the  property  may  be  in  England;  al- 
though the  executors  may  be  in  England;  although  the 
legatees  may  be  in  England,  and  although  the  property 
maybe  administered  in  England.    That  was  decided. 


(e)  a  Crom.  &  Jerv.  436. 
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expressly^  in  the  case  In  re  Bnue,  which  decision  has 
never  been  quarrelled  with  that  I  am  awnre  of,  and  in 
which  the  Crown  seems  to  have  acquiesced. 


Also,  my  Lords,  it  has  been  decided  in  the  case  of 
British  subjects  domiciled  in  India  and  having  laige 
possessions  of  personal  property  in  Indian  that  the  legacy 
duty  imposed  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  does  not  apply 
to  cases  of  that  description ;  although  the  property  may 
have  been  transmitted  to  this  country  by  executors  in 
India  to  executors  in  this  country,  for  the  purpose  of 
being  paid  to  legatees  in  England.  Those  are  the  limi- 
tations which  have  been  put  upon  the  Act  by  judicial 
decisions. 

But  then  this  distinction  has  been  attempted  to  be 
drawn,  and  it  is  upon  this  distinction  that  the  whole 
question  turns.  It  is  said  that,  in  this  case,  a  part  of 
the  property  was  in  England  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  testator,  a  circumstance  that  did  not  exist  in  the 
case  of  The  Attorney-general  v.  Jackson^  and  which 
did  not  exist  in  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Arnold  i  and  it  is 
supposed  that  some  distinction  is  to  be  drawn,  with 
respect  to  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
arising  out  of  that  circumstance.  I  apprehend  that  that 
is  an  entire  mistake ;  tliat  personal  property  in  England 
follows  the  law  of  the  domicile ;  that  it  is  precisely  the 
same  as  if  the  personal  property  had  been  in  India  at 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death.  That  is  a  rule  of  law 
that  has  always  been  considered  as  applicable  to  this 
subject;  and,  accordingly,  the  case  which  has  been  re- 
ferred to  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  the  case  otEwiMj 
was  a  case  of  that  description.  An  Englishman  made 
his  will  in  England ;  he  had  foreign  stock  in  Mussia,  in 
America,  in  France,  and  in  Austria;  the  question  was 
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whether  the  legacy  duty  attached  to  that  foreign  stock, 

which  was  given  as  part  of  the  residue,  the  estate  being 

administered  in  England]  and  it  was  contended,  I  believe, 

in  the  course  of  the  argument,  by  my  noble  and  learned 

friend  who  argued  the  case,  in  the  first  place,  that  it  was 

real  property:  but  finding  that  that  distinction  could 

not  be  maintained,  the  next  question  was  whether  it 

came  within  the  operation  of  the  Act :  and,  although 

the  property  was  all  abroad,  it  was  decided  to  be  within 

the  operation  of  the  Act  as  personal  property;  on  this 

ground  only,  that,  as  it  was  personal  property,  it  must, 

in  point  of  law,  be  considered  as  following  the  domicile 

of  the  testator,  which  domicile  was  England. 


1845. 
* , ' 

Thomson 
t. 

Her 
Majesty's 
Advocate- 
General. 


Now,  my  Lords,  if  you  apply  that  principle  which  has 
never  been  quarrelled  with,  which  is  a  known  principle 
of  our  law,  to  the  present  case,  it  decides  the  whole 
point  in  controversy.  The  property  or  part  of  the  pro- 
perty was  in  this  country  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  testator :  it  was  personal  property ;  and,  following 
the  principle  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Etoin^  it  must  be 
considered  as  property  within  the  domicile  of  the  testator 
m  Demurara'y  and  it  is  admitted  that,  if  it  was  property 
within  the  domicile  of  the  testator  in  Demerara^  it  can- 
not be  subject  to  legacy  duty.  Now,  my  Lords,  the  only 
distinction  between  this  case  and  The  Attorney-General 
T.  Jachson,  and  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  is  that  to  which  I 
have  referred  :  and  that  distinction  is  decided,  by  the 
case  In  re  Ewin,  not  to  make  any  difference. 


Now,  my  Lords,  that  being  the  case  and  the  principle 
upon  which  I  think  this  question  should  be  decided,  I 
was  desirous  of  knowing  what  were  the  grounds  of  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below.  I  find  that  the  judgment 
was  delivered  by  two,  or  rather  that  the  case  was  heard 
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by  two  very  learned  Judges,  Lord  Gillies  and  Ix>rd  Ful- 
lertoH.  The  j  udgment  was  delivered  by  the  late  Lord 
Gillies.  I  was  anxious,  therefore,  from  the  respect 
which  I  entertain  for  those  very  learned  persons,  to  know 
what  were  the  grounds  upon  which  their  judgment  was 
rested* 

The  first  case  to  which  they  referred,  for  it  was  prin- 
cipally decided  upon  authority,  was  a  case  decided  before 
Sir  Samuel  Shepherd,  Chief  Baron  of  Scotland.  That 
case  was  very  shortly  stated  in  the  judgment;  and  I  am 
very  happy  that  the  Solicitor-General  gave  us  the  par- 
ticulars of  that  case;  for  it  appears  that  the  legacy  was 
charged  upon  real  estate,  and  therefore  it  would  not 
come  within  the  principle  which  I  have  stated,  and  there 
might  therefore  have  been  a  sufficient  ground  for  the 
decision  in  that  case.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  which  is  now  before  your  Lord- 
ships' House. 

Then  the  next  case  which  was  referred  to,  was  the 
case  of  The  Attomey^general  v.  Duiin{f);  but,  my  Lordsf 
that  could  hardly  be  cited  as  an  authority.  It  is  true  that 
the  point  was  argued ;  but  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
decision  of  the  case :  and  no  decision,  in  fact,  was  given 
upon  the  point  The  Chief  Baron  expressly  reserved 
his  opinion,  and  said  that  he  should  not  express  what  his 
opinion  was.  Also  the  learned  Judge  near  me,  Mr. 
Baron  Parke,  expressed  the  same  thing.  It  is  true  that 
one  of  the  learned  Judges  said'that,  according  to  the  im- 
pression upon  his  mind  at  that  moment,  he  rather  thought 
that  the  duty  would  be  chargeable.  He  expressed  him- 
self in  those  terms  according  to  his  immediate  impres- 


(/)  6  Mees.  &  VVels.  511. 
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sion;  but  no  decision  was  given  upon  the  point :  it  was 
a  mere  obiter  dictum ;  and  surely  such  a  dictum  as  that^ 
ought  not  to  be  cited  as  the  foundation  of  a  judgment 
of  this  description.  Looking  at  the  authorities^  there- 
fore, they  appear  to  me  not  properly  to  support  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below. 

The  third  authority  was  that  of  my  Lord  Cottenham. 
Nowmy  Lord  Cottenham,  in  the  case  of  Arnold  y.  Arnold, 
expressly  states,  in  terms,  that  he  considered  the  two 
cases,  2%€  Attorney-general  v.  Cockerell  (g),  and  The 
Attorney-general  v.  Beatson  (A),  to  have  been  overruled. 
He  states  that  in  precise  terms.  A  particular  passage 
was  selected,  from  the  judgment  of  my  Lord  Gotten- 
^,  to  support  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Judges  in 
the  Court  below;  but  I  am  quite  sure,  when  that  pas- 
sage is  read  in  connexion  with  the  whole  judgment  of 
that  very  learned  person,  that  every  person  reading  it 
with  attention  must  be  satisfied  that  the  inference 
drawn  from  that  particular  passage,  is  not  consistent 
with  the  whole  tenor  of  the  judgment. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  none  of  the  authori- 
ties which  were  cited  in  the  Court  below,  sustained  the 
judgment :  and  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  independently 
rfthe  great  respect  which  I  entertain  for  the  judgment 
of  the  learned  Judges  who  have  assisted  us  upon  this 
occasion,  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  applying  the  known  principles  of  the 
law  to  that  construction,  the  legacy  duty  is  not,  in  a 
^^^  of  this  description,  chargeable.  I  shall  move  there- 
fore, with  your  Lordships'  consent,  that  the  judgment  in 
tWscasebe  reversed. 


1845. 
^ . ' 

Thomson 
r. 
Her 
Majesty's 
Advocate- 
General. 


(g)  1  Price,  165. 


(/*)  7  Price,  560. 


1G4 

1845- 

I « 

^    V  "  ■  ' 

Thomson 

Her 
Majesty's 
Advocate- 
General. 


CASES   IN  CHANCERY. 

Lord  Brougham  and  Lord  Campbell  expressed^  at 
some  length,  their  concurrence  in  the  motion  of  the 
noble  and  learned  Lord.  Lord  Campbell  added  that, 
hereafter,  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of  the  personal 
property,  of  a  deceased  person,  to  legacy  duty,  must  be 
determined  by  his  domicile :  but  that,  if  it  was  neces- 
sary either  to  prove  his  will  or  to  take  out  letters  of 
administration  to  his  effects  in  this  country,  duty  would 
be  payable  on  the  probate  or  the  letters  of  administra- 
tion, as  the  case  might  be,  wherever  he  might  have 
been  domiciled  at  his  death. 


Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff  in  Error. 
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HARE  V.  CARTRIDGE.  isth^Jilly. 


Joseph  cartridge,  the  testator  in  the  cause,      ^    ?"*'(•. 

hi    ^    1  . .         /. , .  ,  ,         Construction. 

Qeathed  me  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  the      Uncertainty. 

Plaintiffs,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  and  to  equally  

^e  the  same  unto  and  between  and  amongst  his  queathedhis 

^  cousins,  the  children  of  his  father's  brother  of  the  residue  to  his 

*wieo/  Cartridge,  and  his  nephews  and  nieces,  chil-  Jj^f^^n'^J,"^^^ 

^  of  his  half  brothers  of  the  name  of  Webb,  such  father's  brother^ 

'^•tf  brothers  being  the  children  of  his  mother  by  her  of  the  name  of 

^  husband,  or  to  such  of  them,  his  said  cousins,  ^ J^..^  ^^^  5,^^ 

'^hews  or  nieces  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  ttoo  brothers  of 

^  decease:   and,  in  case  any  or  either  of  his  said  the  name  of  C; 

,  both  of  whom 

^'isins,  nephews  or  nieces  should  have  departed  this  had  left  chil- 

'^,  in  his  lifetime,  leaving  a  child  or  children,  such  dren.    Held 

Aild  or  children  should  take  their  parent's  share.  t^l^t  Jo?d"S 

uncertainty  ; 

The  testator's  father  had  two  brothers  of  the  name  of  ^"f.j*^*^  ^Jlf    ^  ' 
p..  i<ri*i-rki<*i         11.     children  of  both 

^drtndge,  James  and  Richard.     Both  of  tliem  died,  in  the  brothers 

^^^  testator's  lifetime,  leaving  children,  some  of  whom  were  entitled  to 
--ived  the  testator.  ^1'^'' 

VouXIII.  N 
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1842.  The  bill  was  filed,  against  the  surviving  children  of 

the  two  brothers  of  the  testator  s  father,  the  nephews 
and  nieces  of  the  testator  of  the  name  of  Webb  and  his 

C^KTiiiDGB.  "®^^  ^^  ^^^'  ^^^  *^®  purpose  of  having  his  estate  duly 
administered,  and  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  Defen- 
dants to  and  in  the  residue,  ascertained  and  declared  by 
the  Court. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Dixon  appeared  for  the 
Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Gird/estone,  for  the  surviving  children  of  the  two 
brothers,  said  that  the  words :  "  The  children  of  my 
father's  brother,"  were  surplusage ;  and  that  the  resi- 
duary clause  ought  to  be  read  as  if  it  had  stood  thus : 
"  to  my  first  cousins  of  the  name  of  Cartridge.'* 

Mr.  Poky  who  was  with  Mr.  Girdlestone,  cited  Sleech 
V.  Thorington  {a) ;  Stebbing  v.  Walkey{b)\  Scott  y. 
Feuoulhett  (c)  \  Garvey  v.  Hibbert{d)f  and  Harrison  v. 
Harrison  (e),  in  order  to  show  that  the  children  of  both 
the  brothers,  ought  to  be  held  to  be  objects  of  the 
trust. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  Mr.  Ttedj  Mr.  Stinton  and  Mr.  Pig- 
gotty  for  the  Defendants  the  Webbsy  said  that  it  was 
uncertain  whether  the  testator  intended  the  children  of 
the  one  brother  or  of  the  other  to  be  objects  of  the 
trust;  and,  therefore,  the  Webbs  were  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  the  trust  fund  ;  Barber  v.  Barber  (/). 

(a)  a  Vez.  560.  See  Judgment,  p.  697,  where 

(b)  2Bro.  C.C.85.  S.C.  a  distinction  is  drawn  be- 
1  Cox,  250.  tween  a  gifl  to  a  class,  and 

(c)  1  Cox,  79.  a  gift  to  individuals  by  their 
(rf)  igVes.  125.  names,  though  they,  together, 
(<f)  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  72.  constitute  a  class. 
(/)  3    Myl.   &   Cr.  688. 
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Mr.  Shee,  for  the  testator's  next  of  kin,  said  that  the  1843. 

Webbs  were  entitled  to  so  much  only  of  the  fund  as  the 
other  persons  named  as  objects  of  the  trust,  were  not 
entitled  to;  and,  therefore,  the  uncertainty  with  regard  Cartridge. 
to  those  other  persons,  affected  the  whole  of  the  trusty 
and  rendered  it  altogether  void.  He  cited  Chapman  v. 
Brown  (ff);  Simon  v.  Barber  (h);  Bennett  v.  Hayter{i)^ 
and  Skrymsher  v.  Northcote  (A). 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  testator's  first  cousins  on  his 
father's  side,  are  entitled  to  take. 

He  has  given  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to 
trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay,  apply  and  equally  divide  the 
same  unto,  between  and  amongst  his  first  cousins,  the 
children  of  his  father's  brother  of  the  name  o(  Cartridge, 
and  his  nephews  and  nieces,  children  of  his  half  bro- 
thers of  the  name  of  Webb ;  such  half  brothers  being  the 
children  of  his  mother  by  her  first  husband  ;  or  to  such 
of  his  said  cousins,  nephews  or  nieces  as  should  be  living 
at  the  time  of  his  decease ;  and,  in  case  any  or  either  of 
his  said  cousins,  nephews  or  nieces  should  have  departed 
this  life  in  his  lifetime  leaving  a  child  or  children,  such 
child  or  children  should  take  their  parent's  share.  Now, 
it  is  obvious  that  he  had  two  classes  of  persons  in  his 
view,  namely,  his  cousins  and  his  nephews  and  nieces, 
the  children  of  certain  persons  whom  he  has  named. 
But  it  has  been  said  that  the  trust  is  void,  because, 
having  had  two  brothers  of  the  name  of  Cartridge,  he 
has  used  the  word  '  brother,'  in  the  singular  number. 
He  has  not,  however,  used  any  negative  words,  so  as  to 

(g)  6  Vc8.  404.  (1)  3  Beav.Si. 

{h)  5  Russ.  112.  (A)  1  Swanst.  566. 
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Harb 


Cartridge. 


exclude  the  children  of  any  brother  of  his  father  of  the 
name  of  Cartridge  from  taking.  And,  therefore,  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  thing  inconsistent  in 
holding  that  all  the  testator's  first  cousins,  who  were 
children  of  his  father's  brothers  of  the  name  of  Cart- 
ridge, are  entitled  to  take. 

Declare  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  will,  all  the  testator's  first  cousins,  children  of  his 
brothers  of  the  name  of  Cartridge,  and  all  his  nephews 
and  nieces,  children  of  his  half  brothers  of  the  name  of 
Webb,  who  were  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and 
the  children  then  living  of  such  of  his  said  cousins, 
nephews  and  nieces  as  were  then  dead,  are  entitled  to 
share  in  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate. 


184a: 
15th  July. 

EieciUor. 

Commission, 

Indian 

executor. 

If  an  executor 
in  India  collects 
part  of  the 
asseU  there, 
and  then  comes 
to  Englanff,  and 
has  the  remain- 
der remitted  to 
him,  by  his 
agent,  he  is  en- 
titled to  com- 
mission on  tliat 
part  only  which 
lie  collected  in 
India, 


CAMPBELL  V.  CAMPBELL. 

1  HE  testator  in  this  cause,  was  resident  in  India  and 
died  there  in  1832,  having  appomted  the  Defendant, 
who  also  resided  in  Iftdia,  his  executor.    A  few  months 
after  his  death,  the  Defendant  proved  his  will  in  Cal- 
cutta ;  and  collected  part  of  his  assets.     In  1836  the 
Defendant  came  to  this  country,  and  proved  the  will  in 
the  Prerogative  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury. 
After  the  Defendant's  departure  from  India,  two  of  his 
friends,  who  resided  in  India  and  acted  as  his  agents 
there,  collected  the  remainder  of  the  assets,  and  remitted 
the  amount  to  him,  for  which  they  charged  and  were 
allowed  a  commission  of  one  quarter  per  cent. 

The  Master,  in  taking  the  accounts  of  the  testator's 
estate,  allowed  the  Defendant  commission,  at  5/.  per 
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ceoty  upoD  the  sum  total  of  the  assets.    The  Plaintiffs 

excepted  to  the  report,  on  the  ground  that  the  Master 

ought  to  have  allowed  the  commission  on  such  part  only 

of  the  assets  as  the  Defendant  had,  himself,  collected 

in  India. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  James,  in  support  of  the  ex- 
c^lition,  cited  Cockerell  v.  Barber  (a)  and  Denton  v. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Keetie,  for  the  Defendant, 
^ited  Chetham  v.  Lord  Audley  (c)  and  Freeman  v.  Fair- 

The  Vicb-Chancellor: 

I  remember  that,  some  years  ago,  I  took  some  pains 
^o  ascertain  what  the  law  was  with  respect  to  the  allow- 
^jice  of  commission  to  an  Indian  executor :  and  I  ascer- 
tained that  it  was  allowed  in  respect  only  of  the  assets 
^^ollected,  by  the  executor,  whiU  he  was  in  India :  and 
^hat  it  was  allowed  because  the  Indian  Courts  allow  it : 
^nd,  as  the  Indian  Courts  allow  it  on  the  ground  of  re- 
sidence in  India,  it  is  allowed,  by  the  Courts  in  this 
country,  on  the  same  ground. 

The  language  of  the  order  pronounced  by  Sir  John 
Leach,  V.  C,  in  Cockerell  ▼.  Barber,  which  was  af- 
firmed by  Lord  Eldon  (e),  seems  to  me  to  be  decisive  of 
the  question.  His  Honor  declared  that  the  executor  in 
that  case,  was  entitled  to  be  allowed,  on  passing  his 
accounts  before  the  Master,  commission,  after  the  rate 
of  5  /.  per  cent,  upon  all  the  assets  collected  and  received 
or  to  be  collected  and  received  by  him  in  India, 


{a)  Ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  33. 
(6)  1  Moore's  Privj^Coun. 
Ca.  15. 


(c)  4  Ves.  72. 

(d)  3  Mer.  24. 
(c)  2  Russ.  585. 


1842. 

* ^ ' 

Campbell 


Campbell. 
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Campbell. 
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With  respect  to  the  case  of  Denton  v.  Davy^  I  have 
to  observe  that,  though  the  judgment  in  that  case  was 
delivered  by  me,  it  was  an  expression^  not  of  my  own 
individual  opinion  merely,  but  of  the  opinions  of  all  the 
members  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Coun- 
cil who  were  present  on  the  occasion. 


What  I  propose  to  do,  in  the  present  case,  is  to  allow 
the  exception  ;  and  to  declare  that  the  Master  ought  to 
have  allowed  the  commission  in  respect  only  of  that 
portion  of  the  assets  which  was  collected,  by  the  De- 
fendant, whilst  he  was  in  India, 

In  Hovey  v.  Blaheman  (/)  the  question  was  whether 
the  executors  of  the  testator,  who  had  been  his  agents 
in  his  lifetime,  were  entitled  to  commission  on  the  money 
due  on  certain  bills  of  exchange  which  they  received 
after  his  death ;  and  it  was  held  that  they  were  not ; 
because  the  bills  had  been  remitted  to  them  by  the  tes- 
tator in  his  lifetime  ;  and  therefore  the  receipt  of  the 
money  was  to  be  referred  to  his  act. 


(/)4Ve8.696. 
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FENTIMAN  v.  FENTIMAN. 


1842; 
22d  July. 


InfafU, 
Maintenance, 


Under  thewiU  of  the  testator  in  this  cause,  the 
Plaintiff,  who  was  an  infant  of  the  age  of  10  years,  was 
entitled  to  have  the  surplus  income  of  the  testator's  pro-   Under  a  will, 
perty,  after  paying  certain  annuities  and  other  charges   an  infant  was 
thereon,  applied   for  his   maintenance   and   education   maintenance 
daring  his  minority ;  and,  provided  he  attained  21,  he   out  of  the  in- 
would  become  entitled  to  the  corpus  of  the  property.        ^^™®  whf "h' 

was  devised  to 
Since  the  testator's  death  the   Plaintiff  had   been  him  provided 
maintained  and  educated  by  his  mother,  Mary  Ann  ^^^  100/  a     ' 
Bcj/f  who,  after  the  testator's  death,  married  the  De-  year  was  al- 

fendant  Robert  Twentyman;  and,  in  pursuance  of  the  ^^^I'^^'^y  ^^'^ 
J  1  1      1       .  n    ,  ,      ,-  Master^  for 

decree  made  at  the  hearmg  of  the  cause,  the  Master  j^at  purpose : 

found  148/.  to  be  due  to  her  for  the  Plaintiff's  past  but  the  income 

maintenance  and  education,  and  that  100/.  a  year  would    was  scarcely*^^^ 

be  proper  to  be  allowed  for  those  purposes  in  future.   8u£Bcient  to  pay 

It  appeared,  however,  on  the  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard   cerum  annui- 
-     IT     ,        ...  ,         ,      .  \.    ,  .ties  and  other 

for  further  directions,  that  the  income  of  the  testator  s   prior  charges 

property  was  scarcely  sufficient  to  pay  the  annuities  and  thereon.  Under 

the  interest  of  the  other  charges  thereon.     Under  those  gtan^es  it  was 

circumstances,  the  order  on   further  directions,  after,  ordered  that 

amongst  other  things,  appointing  Mrs.  Twentyman  and  the  trustees 

the  Defendant  J.  P.  Fearon  to  be  the  guardians  of  the  ghould  be  at 

Plaintiff  during   his  minority,   proceeded   as  follows :  liberty,  out  of 

"  And  it  is  ordered  that^the  Defendants  J.  P.  Fearon  ^^^  hands^to 

and  J.  5.  Yeats  (the  executors  and  trustees  of  the  will),  ptfy  the  100/. 

out  of  the  clear  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  testator's    ^y^^^'*  **"^' 

^  It  the  same 

should  be  in- 
sufficient, that  what  the  guardians  sh  juid  pay  for  the  infant's  inuiti« 
tenance,  should  foriu  a  charge  upon  hii  interest  in  the  property. 
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* * ' 

Fektimak 

V. 
FfiMTIMAM. 


freehold,  copyhold  and  leasehold  estates,  after  payment 
of  the  interest  on  the  mortgage  in  the  report  mentioned 
and  the  prior  charges  and  outgoings  on  the  said  estates, 
pay  the  annuities  of  200/1  each  beqaeathed,  by  the  said 
testator's  said  will,  to  the  Defendants  Catharine  Fenti- 
man  and  Mary  Ann  TwentynuMMj  until  the  further  order 
of  this  Court :  And  it  is  ordered  that  they  be  at  liberty, 
out  of  any  funds  in  their  hands,  to  pay  to  the  said  De- 
fendant Mary  Ann  Twentyman^  on  her  separate  receipt, 
the  sum  of  148/.,  for  the  past  maintenance  of  the  Plain- 
tiff up  to  the  5th  day  of  June  1840,  and  the  yeariy 
sum  of  100/.  for  his  future  maintenance,  from  the  last- 
mentioned  day,  certified,  by  the  Master's  report,  to  be 
proper  to  be  allowed  for  that  purpose ;  and,  if  the  same 
shall  be  insufficient,  declare  that  what  the  Defendants 
Mary  Ann  Twentyman  and  J.  P.  Fearon,  or  either  of 
them,  shall  have  paid  or  shall  pay  in  respect  of  such 
past  and  future  maintenance,  forms  a  charge  upon  the 
estate  and  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  said  testator,,  given  and  devised  to 
him  by  the  said  mil" 


The  Counsel  in  the  cause  were  Mr.  G.  Richards,  Mr. 
I'eed,  Mr.  Wood,  Mr.  J.  Baily,  Mr.  Torriaiio,  Mr.  De 
Gex,2Lnd  Mr.  Bilton. 
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TALBOT  V.  FORD. 


184Q: 
38th  July. 


Covenant. 

Specific 

performance. 

AgreemenU 
Hard  bargain. 

Injunction, 


IHE  Plaintiff  was  the  lessor,   and  the  Defendant^ 

Dighy,  wad  the  lessee  of  certain  mines  in  Wales,  for 

thirty-one  years  from  the  26th  of  March  1837.    The 

lease  contained  a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  the  lessee, 

that,  in  case  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should, 

at  any  time  before  the  expiration  or  sooner  determination   .  ,  - 

of  the  lease,  give  to  JDigby,  his  executors  8cc.  notice,  in  mines  contained 

writing,  of  his  desire  to  take,  at  a  valuation,  all  or  any  a  covenant  ihat, 

part  of  the  moveable  machinery,  going  gear,  stock  in  shodd,^?  onv 

trade,  implements,  utensils,  articles  and  things  in  or  time  before  the 

about  the  mines,  then  JDigby,  his  executors  &c.  would,  l^*raiion  or^- 

.  '  ^  f     .  '  termination  of 

on  the  expiration  or  determination  of  the  lease,  deliver,  the  leasee  give 

to  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  all  or  such  part  of  potice,  in  writ- 

the  said  moveable  machinery  8lc.  as  should  be  specified  ]^^  of  his 

in  the  notice,  and,  thereupon,  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  desire  to  take 

assigns,  should  pay  to  Digby,  his  executors  &c.  the  ^'^  ^J"  ^"7  P*""^ 

fair  value  of  the  articles  so  delivered,  such  value  to  be  chinery,  stock 

settled  by  arbitration.  in  trade,  imple- 

ments, &c.  m 
or  about  the 
In  1841,  Diffby  assigned  the  machinery,  implements,  mines,  then  the 

utensils,  and  other  articles  in  and  about  the  mines,  to  'f®*®®  would,  at 
,_---,,  .      -  ,  -     the  expiration 

the  Defendant  ±ord,  as  a  security  for  money  lent.     In  of  the  lease  de- 

1842,  jPord  advertised  the  articles  for  sale,  in  pursu-  Hver  the  articles 

auce  of  a  power   for  that  purpose  contained  in  his  n^^^  tb°he* 

security.      Shortly  afterwards,  the    Plaintiff,   without  lessor,  on  his 

having  taken  any  step  to  determine  the  lease,  served  payjng  the  value 

value  to  be  as- 
certained in  the  manner  therein  meniloned.     Held  that  the  cove- 
nant was  80  injurious  and  opprcstsive  to  the  lessee,  that  the  Court 
ought  not  to  enforce  it,  or  to  grant  an  injunction  to  prevent  a 
breach  of  il. 
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Digby  with  a  notice,  in  writing,  expressing  his  desire 
to  take,  at  a  valuation  to  be  made  according  to  the 
covenant,  such  part  of  the  moveable  machinery,  going 
gear  &c.  in  and  about  the  mines,  as  was  mentioned  in 
the  notice :  and  then  filed  the  bill  in  this  cause  praying 
that  it  might  be  declared  that  he  was  entitled  to  have 
the  covenant  specifically  performed,  and  that  Ford 
might  be  restrained  from  selling  or  removing  the 
articles  mentioned  in  the  notice. 

Mr.  Beihell,  and  Mr.  ff.  M.  Jame$^  now  moved  fior 
the  injunction. 

Mr.  Wdkefieldy  Mr.  O.  Rickards,  and  Mr.  Chandleu, 
opposed  the  motion. 

They  said,  first,  that,  under  the  covenant  which  the 
bill  sought  to  enforce,  the  lessor  might  give  notice, 
shortly  after  the  commencement  of  the  term,  of  his 
desire  to  purchase  the  stock  in  trade  or  any  of  the 
other  articles  mentioned  in  the  covenant,  and  thereby 
prevent  the  lessee  from  disposing  of  his  stock  in  trade 
or  of  any  of  the  other  articles  specified  in  the  notice, 
until  the  end  of  the  term ;  and  that  such  a  covenant 
was  so  hard  and  unreasonable,  that  the  Court  would 
not  give  effect  to  it :  Kimberley  v.  Jennings  (a). 
Secondly,  that  the  Court  would  not  act  upon  an 
agreement  to  purchase  property  at  a  price  to  be  fixed 
by  arbitrators :  Churlay  v.  The  Duke  of  Somerset  (b). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

It  is  not   unusual   to  insert,  in  leases  of  mines,  a 
covenant   which  enables  the  lessor  to  purchase  ma- 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  VI.  p.  340.  (b)  Kj  Ves.  42Q. 
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chinery  and  other  articles  belonging  to  the  lessee  and  184s. 

used  by  him  in  working  the  mines,  on  the  lessor  giving  ' 

notice  of  his  desire  to  purchase  them,  shortly  before         Talbot 

the  expiration  of  the  lease ;  so  that  the  lessor's  option  Poan 

of  purchasing  the  articles,  is^  of  necessity,  confined  to 

such  as  may  be  in  or  about  the  mines  at  the  expiration 

of  the  lease.    But  the  covenant  on  which  the  present 

motion  is  founded,  enables  the  lessor,  at  any  time  after 

the  commencement  of  the  term,  to  put,  as  it  were,  a 

ne  amoveas  upon  the  lessee's  stock  in  trade  and  other 

articles  used  by  him  in  working  the  mines ;  that  is,  it 

enables  the  lessor  to  defeat,  to  a  considerable  extent  at 

leasts  the  object  and  intention  of  the  lessee  in  taking 

the  lease.    For  I  do  not  see  how,  consistently  with  the 

power  which  this  covenant  purports  to  give  to  the 

lessor,  the  lessee  can  work  the  mines  to  any  advantage. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  was  by  mere  want  of  caution 

that  this  covenant  was  worded  as  it  is ;  for  I  can  not 

suppose  that  the  parties  could  have  intended  that  it 

should  be  expressed  in  the  unqualified  terms  in  which 

we  find  it.    But,  be  that  as  it  may,  my  opinion  is  that 

it  is  so  injurious  and  oppressive  to  the  lessee,  that  this 

C!oQrt  ought  not  to  interfere  for  the  purpose  of  giving 

effect  to  it;   and,  therefore,  I   shall  not   grant  the 

injunction. 
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184a: 
3d  November. 

CfyoenanUjir 

title. 
Tenant  for  life. 

Vendor 
and  purchaser. 

Estates  were 
devised  to  A. 
for  life,  remain- 
der to  B.  for 
life,  remainder 
to  his  sons  suc- 
cessively in  tail 
male.     A.  and 
£.,  during  the 
infancy  of  B'% 
eldest  son,  ob- 
tained an  Act 
of  Parliament, 
vesting  the 
estates  in  trus- 
tees in  trust  to 
sell. 

Held  that  A. 
and  B,  must 
covenant,  with 
the  purchaseri 
for  the  title. 
If  settled 
estates  are  sold 
under  a  power 
to  sell  them 
with  the  con- 
sent of  the 
tenant  for  life, 
he  must  cove- 
nant for  the 
title. 


/»  re  THE  LONDON  BRIDGE  ACTS  10th  Geo. 
4th  &  2d  Will.  4th:  and  J»  r«  WITTS'  ESTATE 
ACT  6th  Vict.  c.  4. 

Ex  parte  THE  CLOTHWORKERS'  COMPANY. 

IN  June  1841,  Francis  Edward  Witts,  being  tenant  for 
life,  under  the  will  of  Broome  Witts,  of  three  houses  in 
Fenchurch-s^eet,  London,  with  remainder  to  his  son, 
Edward  Francis  Witts,  for  life,  with  remainders  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  Edward  Francis  Witts  in  tail- 
male  * ;  with  divers  remainders  over ;  and  the  Cloth- 
workers'  Company  being  entitled  to  a  fund  in  Court, 
which  was  liable  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  free- 
hold estates,  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  the 
Messrs.  Wilts  should  obtain  an  Act  of  Parliament  to 
enable  them  to  sell  the  houses,  and  that  the  Company 
should  purchase  them  for  such  a  sum,  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  fund  in  Court,  as,  if  laid  out  in  consols  at  the  time 
of  completing  the  purchase,  would  buy  10,000  /•  of  that 
stock ;  and  that,  upon  payment  of  the  purchase-money 
to  the  person  or  persons  who,  under  the  Act,  should  be 
authorized  to  receive  and  give  a  discharge  for  it,  the 
houses  should  be  conveyed,  by  all  proper  parties,  to  the 
Company  and  their  successors,  freed  and  dischai^ed 
from  all  estates,  titles,  charges,  and  incumbrances  what- 
soever. 

By  an  order  of  the  Court  made  in  November  1841, 
it  was  referred  to  the  Master,  to  settle  and  approve,  as 

*  The  first  tenant   in  tail   male  was  a  minor,  aged  only 
17  months. 
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soon  as  the  Act  of  Parliament  should  be  obtained,  of  a  184a. 

proper  conveyance  of  the  houses  to  the  Company ;  and      ' 
it  was  ordered  that,  upon  the  Master  certifying  his  ^^ 

approval    of   such   conveyance,    the   purchase-money    |^  . 

should  be  raised  by  sale  of  a  competent  part  of  the  fund 
in  Court,  and  should  be  paid  into  the  Bank  and  be  car- 
ried over  to  the  credit  of  such  account  as  the  Master 

should  certify  to  be  directed  or  authorized  by  the  Act 

of  Parliament. 

The  Act  (being  the  third  mentioned  in  the  title  to 
this  case)  was  accordingly  obtained ;  and,  thereby,  the 
houses  were  vested  in  two  trustees  in  fee,  discharged  of 
tbe  uses  Sec.  contained  in  the  will  of  Broome  Witts,  in 
trust  to  sell  the  same  to  the  Company  for  the  sum 
agreed  upon ;  and,  upon  payment  of  that  sum  into  the 
Bank  according  to  the  directions  of  the  Act,  to  convey 
and  assure  the  houses,  to  the  Company,  their  successors 
and  assigns. 

Id  pursuance  of  the  order  of  November  1841,  the 
Master  approved  of  a  draft  of  a  conveyance  of  the 
houses,  to  be  made  between  the  trustees  of  the  Act  of 
the  one  part,  the  Messrs.  Witts  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  Company  of  the  third  part:  but  it  contained  no 
covenants  for  title.  Whereupon  the  Company  presented 
a  petition  insisting  that  the  draft  ought  to  have  con- 
tained covenants  on  the  part  of  the  Messrs.  Witts,  seve- 
rally^ that,  notwithstanding  any  act  done  by  them  or  the 
trustees  of  the  Act,  or  by  Broome  Witts,  the  testator, 
or  any  person  claiming  under  him,  the  trustees  and  the 
Messrs.  Witts,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  had  power  to 
convey  the  houses;  and  for  the  quiet  enjoyment  thereof 
free  from  incumbrances;  and  for  the  further  assurance 
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1842.  thereof  by  the  Messrs.  Witts  and  their  heirs,  and  by  the 

trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them  and  his  heirs,  and  all 
.  persons  claiming  under  the  testator :  or,  at  any  rate. 

Bridge  Acts.  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^*^  ought  to  have  contained  a  covenant,  on 
the  part  of  the  Messrs.  Witts,  that  they  had  not  incum- 
bered the  houses.  The  petition  prayed  that  it  might  be 
referred  back  to  the  Master  to  review  his  report ;  and 
that  it  might  be  declared  that,  in  the  conveyance  to  be 
made  to  the  petitioners,  the  Messrs.  Witts  ought  to 
enter  into  such  or  the  like  covenants  as  before  men- 
tioned ;  or  that  they  ought,  at  any  rate,  to  covenant 
that  they  had  not  incumbered  the  houses. 

Mr.  Uoyd  appeared  for  the  Clothworkers'  Company. 

Mr.  Craig,  for  the  Messrs.  Witts,  contended  that 
they  were  not  bound  to  enter  into  covenants  for  the  title 
to  tlie  houses,  first,  because  they  were  not  the  absolute 
owners  of  them;  and,  secondly,  because  the  rights  of  all 
persons  claiming  under  either  the  Messrs.  Witts  or  the 
testator,  were  barred  by  the  Act  of  Parliament;  for, 
although  it  contained  a  saving-clause,  the  rights  of 
those  persons  were  excluded,  expressly,  from  the  pro- 
tection of  that  clause  *• 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said  that,  supposing  the  neces- 
sity for  the  covenants  not  to  be  done  away  with  by  the 

*  The  clauce  alluded  to  above,  saved  the  righu  of  all  per- 
sons except  F.  E.  WittSy  E.  F,  Witts,  the  sons  of  tlie  latter, 
the  hein  male  of  such  sons,  the  remaindermen  (all  of  whom 
it  named),  the  right  heirs  of  the  testator,  the  assigns  qf  the 
said  sexeral  persons  respectively,  and  all  persons  claiming 
through  or  under  such  persons  respectkely^  and  all  other  per- 
sons claiming  or  to  claim  under  the  testator's  will. 
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exception  in  the  saving -clause^  the  question  was  what  1840. 

was  the  rule  as  to  the  obligation  of  tenants  for  life,  in     '        *        ' 

cases  like  the  present,  to  enter  into  covenants  for  title  :         ^^re 

that  he  apprehended  that,  where  the  only  persons  who    «  . 

were  immediately  interested  in  the  estates  were  tenants 

for  life,  it  was  the  usual  course  to  make  them  covenant 

for  the  title  :  that  the  tenants  for  life  in  this  case  stood 

in  the  same  situation  as  if  there  had  been  a  power  to 

sell  the  estates  with  their  consent;  in  which  case,  it 

would  be  a  matter  of  course  for  them  to  enter  into  the 

covenants. 

Notwithstanding  the  comprehensive  terms  in  which 
the  exception  in  the  saving-clause  was  expressed.  The 
Fice-Chancellor  considered  that  that  exception  did  not 
include  the  assigns  of  the  testator  himself;  the  words  : 
*'  and  all  and  every  the  assigns  of  the  said  several  per- 
sons respectively,''  meaning  only,  as  he  thought,  the 
assigns  of  the  devisees  whose  names  had  been  pre- 
viously mentioned. 

His  f/onor  added  that  it  must.be  referred  back  to  the 
Master f  to  review  his  report ;  but  that  it  would  not  be 
necessary  for  the  covenants  to  extend  to  the  acts  of 
those  persons  whose  rights  were  excluded,  by  the  excep- 
tion in  the  saving-clause,  from  the  protection  of  that 
clause. 


A  petition  was  presented,  in  the  same  matters,  by  the 
Messrs.  WiltSj  insisting  that  they  ought  not  to  be  made 
parties  to  the  intended  conveyance.     But 

The  Vice-chancellor  said  that  they  were  necessary 
parties,  because,  as  he  had  before  decided,  they  were 
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1843.  bound  to  covenant  for  the  itle  to  the  premises  agreed 
'        "  to  be  sold ;  and  also  because  the  agreement  between 

^^  ^^  them  and  the  Company,  stipulated  that  all  deeds  and 

documents  in  their  |K)S8ession  which  related  as  well  to 
other  property  as  to  the  premises  agreed  to  be  sold, 
should  be  retained  bj  tbem,  but  that  the  Company 
should  be  entitled  to  a  covenant  for  the  production  of 
such  deeds  and  documents ;  and  that  that  stipulation 
alonci  made  the  Messrs.  WUt$  necessary  parties*. 


BaiDOB  Acts. 


Agreement.          The  Messrs.  Wiits  further  objected,  by  their  petition, 
Constmctiam,     that,  if  they  were  necessary  parties  to  the  intended  con- 
j4.  being  tenant  veyance,  it  ought  not  to  recite,  as  it  did,  that  the  Company 
for  life  of  an        had,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  paid  all  the 
estate,  with  re-    expenses,  in  and  by  the  articles  of  agreement,  agreed  to  h^ 
sons,  succes-       P&id  by  them ;  inasmuch  as  the  articles  contained  a  clause 
siyely,  in  tail       {^  the  following  words :  **  That  all  the  expenses  incident* 
into  an  agree-      ^  *"^  consequent  upon  the  proposal,  by  the  Company^^ 
ment  with  B,,      to  purchase  and  the   negotiation  consequent  thereon^a^ 
XulS'fhTt"  together  with  the  expense  of  obtaining  the  Act,  of  pre 

A.  should  pro-     paring  the  abstract  of  title  and  showing  a  title  to  th^^ 
cure  an  Act  of 

Parharaent  to  •  j^  jg  submitted  that  the  coyenant  might  have  formed  th^s 

enable  him  to  l-  ^  r  j«  ^'  ^  j  j 
sell  the  estate  "^J*'^^  "'^^  '*'«'"»^*  ^'^- 
to  B.  I  and  that 

B.  should  bear  all  the  expenses  incident  to  and  consequent  upon 
his  proposal  to  purchase  the  estate,  together  with  the  expense  of 
obtaining  the  Act,  of  preparing  the  abstract  and  showing  a  title 
to  the  estate,  and  of  and  about  making  and  completing  the  sale 
and  conveyance  to  him,  together  with  the  expense  of  £e  agree- 
ment, and  all  other  expenses  whatsoever  of  ^.,  in  conxeguence  of 
the  saUf  or  arising  out  of  or  in  anywise  relating  thereto^  or  to  tne 
proposal  of  B.  A,  accordingly  obtained  an  Act  for  the  sale  of  the 
estate  to  B.,  which  directed  the  purchase-money  to  be  invested  in. 
lands  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  estate  stood  limited  to. 
Held  that  B.  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  invest- 
ment. 
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premises  agreed  to  be  sold,  and  of  and  about  making  iSa2. 

and  completing  the  sale  and  conveyance  to  the  Com- 
pany, together  with  the  expense  of  these  presents,  and 
all  other  expenses  whatsoever  of  the  said  Francis  Edward  gj^ipog  Acts. 
Witts  and  Edward  Francis  Witts  in  consequence  of  the  said 
sale  J  or  arising  out  of  or  in  anywise  relating  thereto  or  to 
tfie  said  proposal  of  the  said  Company,  should  be  paid  by 
the  said  Company,  except  in  case  the  said  Act  should  not 
be  obtained  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  consent  of  any 
person  or  persons  whose  consent  should  be  required  for 
passing  the  same,  or  from  any  other  cause  resting  with  the 
vendors/'  But,  notwithstanding  that  clause,  the  Com- 
pany had  not  paid  the  expense  of  reinvesting  the  pur- 
chase-money for  the  premises  (in  pursuance  of  a  direction 
for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  Act),  in  the  purchase 
of  lands  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  premises 
agreed  to  be  sold,  stood  limited  to. 

Mr.  Craig,  for  the  Messrs.  Witts, 

Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  Company,  said  that  the  reinvest- 
ment, though  directed  by  the  Act,  was  not  provided  for 
or  even  alluded  to  in  the  articles  of  agreement;  and 
that  the  only  expenses  which  the  articles  subjected  the 
Company  to,  were  the  expenses  incident  to  the  sale  of 
the  premises ;  and,  consequently,  they  were  not  bound 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  reinvestment. 

The  vice-chancellor  said  that,  by  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, the  premises  agreed  to  be  sold,  were  vested  in  the 
trustees,  in  trust  to  convey  the  same  to  the  Company, 
upon  payment,  by  the  Company,  of  the  purchase* 
money,  of  the  expenses  of  obtaining  the  Act  and  all 
other  expenses  which  they  had  agreed  to  pay;  and, 
therefore,  the  Act  made  the  payment  of  those  expenses 
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1842.  by  the  Company,  a  condition  precedent  to  the  convey- 

ance ;  and,  consequently,  the  payment  of  them,  must, 
"'^^  of  necessity,  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  conveyance : 

^  .  and  he  agreed,  with  Mr.  Lloyd,  that  the  Company  were 

not  bound,  by  the  articles  of  agreement,  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses of  reinvesting  the  purchase-money  as  directed 
by  the  Act. 

[Petition  dismissed. 


184a: 
4th  and  5th 
November. 

^ V ' 

In/ani. 
Report, 


Between   RICHARD    and    ANNA    MARIA   GAN 
DERTON,  Infants,  by  J.  Martin,  their  next  friend 
Plaintiffs;     and    THOMAS     and     FREDERIC 
GANDERTON,  Defendants: 


And  between  The  said  RICHARD  and  ANN 
MARIA  GANDERTON,  by  J.  C.  Homer,  thei 
next  friend,  Plaintiffs;  and  the  said  THOMAS  an 
FREDERICK  GANDERTON,  Defendants. 


On  the  12th  of  January  1842  an  order  was  made, 
the  above  suits,  by  which  it  was  referred  to  the  Masi 


Two  suits  hav- 
ing been  insti- 
tuted on  behalf 
of  the  same  in- 
fant Plaintiflfs, 
it  was  referred, 
to  the  Master^ 
to  inquire  and 
state  whetlier 
the  bills  were 

for  the  same  matters,  and,  if  so,  which  of  the  suits  it  would  be 
most  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants  to  prosecute :  but  the  order  did 
not  give  the  Mast(  rViherty  to  state  special  circumstances.  The 
Master  reported  that  the  two  bills  were,  substantially^  for  the  same 
matters,  and  that  it  would  be  most  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants  to 
prosecute  the  first  suit ;  but  that,  as  the  same  person  was  soh'citor 
both  for  the  next  friend  and  for  the  Defendants  in  that  suit,  he 
was  oi  opinion  that  some  other  solicitor  should  be  appointed  for 
the  Plaintifis,  and  that  part  of  the  funds  in  the  cause,  which  were 
then  in  a  country  bank,  should  be  brought  into  Court.  Held 
that  the  Master  had  given  a  qualified  answer  to  the  question  re- 
ferred to  him,  and  added  suggestions  whicli  he  was  not  at  liberty 
to  make ;  and,  therefore,  it  was  referred  back  to  him  to  review  his 
report. 


in 
tr 
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Ganderton 


to  inquire  and  state  whether  the  bills  filed  in  those  1843. 

suits  were  for  the  same  matters ;  and^  if  so,  which  of 
the  suits  would  be  most  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant 
Piaintifis  to  prosecute,  having  regard  to  the  amend-  Gandertow. 
ments  mentioned  in  the  affidavit  of  Edward  Flower, 
and  filed  on  the  11th  of  January  then  instant;  and 
it  was  ordered  that  all  the  proceedings  in  both  the 
suits  should  be  stayed  until  the  report  of  the  Master 
should  have  been  made  and  until  the  further  order 
of  the  Court.  On  the  23d  of  June  1842  the  Master 
reported  that  the  bills  were,  substantially,  for  the  same 
matters,  and  that  it  would  be  most  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infant  Piaintifis  to  prosecute  the  first  suit,  having 
regard  to  the  amendments  mentioned  in  Flower's  affi- 
davit; but  that,  inasmuch  as  the  solicitor  for  the  next 
firiend  in  that  suit,  was  also  the  solicitor  for  the  De- 
fendants, the  Master  was  of  opinion  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  having  that  suit  prosecuted  impartially  and 
effectually,  some  solicitor  not  connected  with  the  De- 
fendants, should  be  appointed  for  the  Piaintifis,  and 
that  such  money*  as  was  then  in  the  hands  of  the 
Gloucestershire  Banking  Company  and  in  the  bank 
of  Messrs.  Berwick  Sf  Co.,  part  of  the  funds  in  question 
in  the  causes,  should  be  brought  into  Court. 

In  July  1842  two  petitions  were  presented  in  the 
names  of  the  Piaintifis,  one  praying  that  the  report 
might  be  confirmed  and  all  further  proceedings  in  the 
second  suit  stayed,  and  that  Homer  might  be  ordered 
to  pay  all  the  costs  incurred  in  it ;  and  that  the  first 
suit  might  be  prosecuted,  and  that,  in  the  prosecution 
thereof,  Martin  might  have  regard  to  the  opinion 
expressed,  by  the  Master,  with  reference  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  solicitor  unconnected  with  the  Defendants, 
and  the  bringing  into  Court  of  the  money  mentioned  in 
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^ . ' 

Gakderton 
Gamdirtov. 


the  report  The  other  petition  stated  several  objec- 
tions to  the  report,  and  prayed  that  the  Matter  might 
be  directed  to  review  it,  or  that  the  Plaintiffs  might 
be  at  liberty  to  except  to  it  Both  the  petitions  now 
came  on  to  be  heard.  One  was  supported  by  Mr. 
Stuart  and  Mr.  Cnffard,  and  the  other,  by  Mr.  Btthdl 
and  Mr.  Freeling. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  Mditer*s  report  cannot  be 
supported. 

The  order  of  reference,  except  so  far  as  it  related  to* 
the  amendments  mentioned  in  Flower^  affidayit»  was. 
the  common  order.     And  the  Master  was  to  inquire 
and  state  which  of  the  two  suits  was  most  beneficial  to 
the  infants,  having  regard  to  those  amendments.    Then 
what  has  he  done  ?     He  has  found  that  the  bills  are 
substantially  for  the  same  matters  :  but  that  was  not  the 
question  referred  to  him.    What  am  I  to  infer  to  be  the 
meaning  of  the  word  '  substantially '  ?    Does  the  Master 
mean  that  the  two  suits  are  or  are  not  for  the  same 
matters  ?    The  answer  which  he  has  given  to  the  ques- 
tion referred  to  him,  is  not  a  positive  but  a  qualified 
answer.    And,  if  the  two  suits  are  not  for  the  same 
matters,  then  the  Master  ought  not  to  have  proceeded 
further;  for  it  was  only  in  the  event  of  their  being  for 
the  same  matters,  that  he  was  to  proceed  to  state  which 
was  most  for  the  benefit  of  the  infSuit  Plaintifis  to 
prosecute. 

He  has,  however,  not  only  gone  on  to  state  which  of 
the  two  suits  it  was  most  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants 
to  prosecute,  but  has  recommended  a  new  solicitor  to 
be  appointed  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  that  suit,  with  a  view 
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to  lis  being  impartially  and  effectually  prosecuted ; 
and  also  that  certain  monies  should  be  brought  into 
Court  in  that  suit :  so  that,  in  effect,  he  has  neither 
given  a  positive  answer  to  the  first  question,  nor  has  he 
given  a  simple  answer  to  the  second  question  referred 
to  him  ;  for  he  has  said  that  the  first  suit  will  be  most 
for  the  benefit  of  the  infants  to  prosecute,  provided 
certain  things  are  done  in  that  suit. 


1843. 

. ^ r0 

Ganderton 
Ganobrton. 


Upon  these  grounds,  and,  especially,  as  the  order  of 
leference  did  not  give  the  Master  liberty  to  state  special 
circumstances,  my  opinion  is  that  he  has  miscarried  ; 
and  all  that  I  can  now  do  is  to  refer  it  back  to  him  to 
review  his  report. 


SWIFT  V.  GRAZEBROOK. 


184a: 
10th  Nov. 


Infant, 
Solicitor, 
Plaintiff. 
Practice, 


At  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  all  the  Plaintiffs 
were  infants,  and,  of  course,  they  sued  by  their  next 
friend.     Pending  the  suit,  one  of  them,  Frederick  Smft, 
attained  twenty-one.    After  which,  the  next  friend  in- 
structed Mr.  TarletoHf  the  solicitor  whom  he  had  em-  xhe  solicitor 
ployed  in  the  suit,  to  move  that  he  might  be  discharged  employed  by 
from  being  the  next  friend,  and  that  another  person  £  anlnfonS^ 
might   be  appointed   in  his  place.     Frederick  Swifts  suit,  having 

although  he  had  neither  disavowed  the  suit,  nor  appUed  &^^^  ?  notice 

'^'^  of  motion  on 

behalf  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  one  of  the  Plaintifik  who  had  come  of  age,  but  had  not 
disavowed  the  suit  or  obtained  an  order  to  change  his  solicitor, 
employed  another  solicitor  to  oppose  the  motion  on  his  behalf. 
Held  that  the  counsel  instructed  by  that  solicitor,  were  not 
entitled  to  be  heard. 
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1842.  for  leave  to  change  his  solicitor*,  directed  another  soli- 

citor to  instruct  counsel  to  oppose  the  motion  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  his  co-plaintifFs. 


Swift 


V. 

Ghazebrook, 


The  motion  was  now  made  by  Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr. 
Glasse  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Spurrier  were  instructed  to  oppose 
the  motion  by  the  solicitor  employed  by  Frederick  Swift ; 
but  Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Glasse  contended  that  they 
ought  not  to  be  heard,  because  Frederick  Swift  had  not 
been  served  with  notice  of  the  motion,  nor  had  he 
repudiated  the  suit  or  obtained  an  order  to  change  his 
solicitor. 

Mr.  liomilly  and  Mr.  Shapter  appeared  for  the  De- 
fendants, but  did  not  oppose  the  motion. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

A  party  cannot  be  represented  by  two  solicitors.  At 
present,  Mr.  Tarleton  is  solicitor  for  all  the  Plain tiflTs 
including  Frederick  Stoifi.  Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Glasse 
have  been  instructed  by  Mr.  Tarleton ;  and,  conse- 
quently, they  are  counsel  for  all  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  I 
cannot  allow  one  of  them  to  appear  by  a  different  soli- 
citor, until  he  has  obtained  an  order  to  change  his 
solicitor ;  for,  until  he  has  done  so,  he  cannot  have  a 

♦  The  18th  General  Order  of  October  1842,  directs  that 
a  party  suing  or  defending  by  a  solicitor,  shhll  not  be  at 
liberty  to  change  his  solicitor  without  an  order  of  the  Court 
for  that  purpose;  and  that,  until  such  order  is  obtained  and 
served  and  notice  thereof  given  to  the  clerk  of  rccoids  and 
writs,  the  former  solicitor  shall  be  considered  as  the  solicitor 
of  the  parly. 
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different  solicitor.  And,  as  no  one  opposes  the  motion 
on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  I  shall  make  the  order  in 
the  terms  in  which  it  is  asked. 


]8i|2. 


SvriFT 

V. 

Grazebrook. 


SLOGGETT  v.  VIANT  AND  OTHERS, 

1  HE  Defendant  Viant  filed  a  bill  of  foreclosure  against 
Sloggett,  and  Sloggett  filed  a  cross-bill,  against  Viant 
and  others,  to  set  aside  the  mortgage. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Prior  moved  on  behalf  of  all 
the  Defendants  in  the  cross-suit,  that  Sloggett  nnght 
give  security  for  the  costs  of  that  suit,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  absconded. 

Mr.  Sttiartf  for  Sloggett,  said  that  a  plaintiff  in  a 
cross-suit,  could  not  be  compelled  to  give  security  for 
costs.     Tliomton  v.  Wilson  (a). 

Mr.  BetheVy  in  reply,  said  that  the  rule  as  to  giving 
security  for  costs,  applied  to  a  cross-suit  as  well  as  to 
^a  original  one ;  and  that  the  Defendants  who  joined 
in  the  motion  with  Viant ,  were  not  parties  to  the  origi- 
nal suit;  and,  therefore,  as  far  as  they  were  concerned, 
the  suit  in  which  the  motion  was  made,  was  an  original 
one. 

The  Vice-chancellor y  after  perusing  the  case  cited  by 
Mr.  Stuart  and  referring  to  the  bill  in  Sloggett  v.  Viant j 
in  order  to  satisfy  himself  that  it  was  a  cross-bill,  said : 

(a)  Ilogan  s  Rep.  (Iri^h;  p.  io. 
O  4 


1842; 
loth  Nov. 


Costs. 
Security  for 

costs. 

Cross-cause. 

riaintiff. 

A.  filed  an  ori- 
ginal bill 
against  J?.,  and 

B.  filed  a  cross- 
bill against  A, 
and  others. 
They  all  moved 
that  B.  might 
give  security 
tor  the  costs  of 
the  cross-suit. 
Motion  refused. 
But  leave  was 
given  to  the 
Co-defendants 
with  ^.,  who 
were  not  ^lar- 
ties  to  the  ori- 
ginal suit,  to 
move  that  B. 
might  give 
security  for  the 
costs  of  the 
cross-suit. 
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Sloooitt 

VlAMT. 


I  rather  think  that  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  grant  the 
application.  As  all  the  Defendants  join  in  making  the 
motion,  whatever  is  an  answer  to  it  as  to  one  of  tbem^ 
is  an  answer  as  to  the  rest  of  them. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 

His  Honor ^  afterwards,  gave  the  Co-defendants  with 
Viant,  who  were  not  parties  to  the  original  suit,  leave 
to  move  that  Sloggett  might  give  security  for  the  costs 
of  his  suit. 


184s  t 
10th  Nov. 

^  -v ' 

I^ew  Ordrn 

o/Avg.  1841. 

Practice. 

The  Court  may 
permit  a  cause 
to  be  set  down 
for  argument  on 
an  objection  for 
want  of  parties, 
after  the  four- 
teen days  allow- 
ed, fbr  that  pur- 
pose, by  the 
39th  Order  of 
August  184], 
have  expired. 


COCKBURN  V.  TOLSON. 

1  WO  or  three  days  after  the  fourteen  days  allowed, 
by  the  d9th  General  Order  of  August  1841,  for  setting 
down  a  cause  for  argument  on  an  objection  for  vrant  of 
parties,  had  expired, 

Mr.  <S.  Atkinson,  for  the  Plaintiff,  moved  for  leave  to 
set  down  the  cause,  nunc  pro  tunc.  He  read  an  affida* 
vit,  made  by  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  accounting  for  the 
delay. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  i 

The  30th  Order  does  not  say  that  a  cause  shall  not 
be  set  down  for  the  purpose  mentioned,  after  the  fourteen 
days  have  expired.  It  means  that  the  cause  shall  be 
set  down  within  the  fourteen  days,  as  a  matter  of  course ; 
but  that,  afterwards,  the  leave  of  the  Court  must  be 
obtained.  And,  as  no  one  appears  to  oppose  the  motion, 
I  shall  grant  it. 


CASES   IN    CHANCERY.  189 


BOURN  V.  BOURN.  1842: 

10th  Not. 


Mr.  WiUcock  moved  to  open  the  biddings  for  a  part        Biddings 
of  the  estates  in  this  cause  which  had  been  sold  for     (opening  of). 
430/.,  offering  an  advance  of  60/.  upon  that  sum.  rachee. 

Biddings 
Mr.  Hore  opposed  the  motion  on  the  ground  that  ?5*"       V^  , 
the  sum  offered  would  not  cover  the  expenses  of  the  re-  on  430  L 
sale,  which  the  party  moving  did  not  offer  to  pay.    He 
cited  Upton  v.  Lord  Ferrers  {a). 

• 

The  Vice-chancellor,  however,  granted  the  motion, 
on  the  usual  terms. 

(a)  4  Vcs.  700. 
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1842: 
11th  Not. 


CATHARINE  BLYTHE,  the  Wife  of  the  Defendant 
Edward  Blythe,  by  her  next  Friend, 

v. 
J.  GRANVILLE  AND  OTHERS. 


Ailment. 
Conshrudion, 
Covenant.        j 
Future jnroperty   IN  July  1816,  the  Defendants  Samuel  Downes,  and 


Charles  Downes  the  younger  and  the  PlaintiflF,  who  was 
then  single,  became  possessed  of  certain  sums  of  reduced 
annuities,  as  the  next  of  kin  of  William  Rhodes  their 
late  uncle ;  and,  being  desirous  of  making   some  pro— 
vision  for  their  father,  Charles  Downes  the  elder,  th^ 
Plaintiff  transferred  l,OSf^/.  reduced  annuities,  part  of 


ofwi/e. 

By  a  marriage 
settlement, 
i>500/.  and 
9,700/.  stock, 
of  which  the 
lady  was  pos- 
sessed, were 
settled  in  trust 

for  her  separate  use  for  life,  remainder  in  trust  for  her  intended 
husband  for  life,  and  afler  his  death  as  the  wife  should  appoint  by 
will :  and  the  intended  husband  covenanted  that,  if  the  marriage 
should  take  effect,  he  would,  as  often  as  occasion  should  require, 
join  with  his  wife,  in  doing  all  necessary  acts  for  assigning,  to  the 
trustees,  all  the  property  to  which  his  wife  should  become  enti- 
tled during  the  coverture,  upon  the  trusts  declared  of  the  1,500/. 
and  3,700  /.  stock.  At  the  date  of  the  settlement,  the  wife  had 
an  absolute  vested  interest  in  1,935/.  stock,  expectant  on  her 
father's  death,  but  it  was  not  mentioned  in  the  settlement.  During 
the  marriage,  the  husband  became  bankrupt,  and  then  the  wife's 
father  died.  Held  that  the  1 ,935  /.  stock  did  not  belong  to  the 
husband's  assignee  as  part  of  his  estate,  but  was  bound  by  his  cove- 
nant, as  being  property  to  which  the  wife  would  become  entitled 
during  the  coverture. 


Costs. — Assignee  of  bankrupt. -^Defendant. 

A  married  lady  filed  a  bill  against  her  husband  ( who  had  be- 
come bankrupt)  and  his  assignee,  alleging  that  a  sum  of  stock 
which  had  fallen  into  possession  afler  the  bankruptcy,  was  subject, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  bill,  to  the  trusts  of  her 
settlement,  and  did  not  belong  to  the  assignee.  The  assignee 
submitted  the  question  to  the  Court.  The  Court  decided  that  the 
fund  was  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement ;  and  refused  to 
give  the  assignee  his  costs ;  as  he  ought  to  have  dii>clairaod. 
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the  stock  of  which  she  so  became  possessed,  and  her 
brothers  transferred  two  further  sums,  parts  of  the 
stock  of  which  they  so  became  possessed,  making,  in 
the  whole,  4,670/.  reduced  annuities,  into  the  names  of 
the  Defendants  John  Granville  and  George  Brydges 
Granville,  in  trust  for  Charles  Downes  the  elder,  for 
his  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  in  trust,  as  to  1,935/. 
reduced  annuities,  part  of  the  4,670/.,  to  transfer  the 
same  to  the  Plaintiff,  her  executors  8cc. 
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1849. 
* . ' 

Blytue 
Granville. 


By  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  the  Plaintiff 
with  E.  Blythe,  dated  the  10th  of  October  1817  and 
made  between  B/ythe  of  the  tirst  part,  the  Plaintiff  of 
the  second  part,  and  her  two  brothers  of  the  third  part, 
after  reciting  the  intended  marriage  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  possessed  of  1,500/.  sterling  and  also  of  2,700/. 
consols,  and  that,  upon  the  treaty  for  the  marriage,  it 
was  agreed  that  the  1,500/.  should  be  lent  to  Blythe, 
and  that  he  should  execute  a  bond  to  Samuel  Downes 
and  Charles  Downes  the  younger,  for  securing  the  repay- 
ment of  that  sum  with  interest,  and  that,  as  well  that 
sum  and  the  2,700/.  consols,  as  a/so  all  the  future  pro* 
peril/  which  might  devolve  upon  or  come  to  the  Plaintiff, 
during  her  then  intended  coverture,  by  virtue  of  any  gift, 
will,  devise,  descent ^  or  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  made  for 
the  distribution  of  intestates^  estates,  or  by  any  other 
means  whatsoever,  should  be  settled  in  manner  therein- 
after mentioned;  and  that,   for  effectuating,  in  part, 
the  purposes  aforesaid,  the  Plaintiff  should   transfer 
the  2,700/.  consols  into  the  names  of  Samuel  Downes 
and    Charles   Downes  the  younger,    upon  the  trusts 
thereinafter  expressed;  and  that  Blythe  should  enter 
into  such   covenant  as   therein  and  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, for  effectually  conveying,  assigning,  and  trans- 
ferring to  and  vesting  in  Samuel  Downes  and  Charles 
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184a. 
* >, — -* 

Dltthb 

V. 
G&ANTILLX. 


Dawnes  the  younger,  their  heirs^  executors,  administni- 
tors  or  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned, 
all  the  future  property  to  which  the  Plaintiff  should  or 
might f  by  any  of  the  ways  or  means  aforesaid,  become 
interested  in  during  her  then  intended  coverture;  and, 
after  further  reciting  that  the  1,500/.  have  been  paid  to 
Edward  Btythe,  and  that  he  had  given  his  bond,  to 
Samuel  Downes  and  Charles  Doumes  the  younger,  for 
securing  the  repayment  of  that  sum  with  interest,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  transferred  the  2,700  2.  consols 
into  the  names  of  Samuel  Downes  and  Charles  Downes 
the  younger;  it  was  witnessed  and  declared  that 
Samuel  Downes  and  Charles  Doumes  the  younger 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  1,6002.  and  also  of 
the  2,700/.  consols,  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiff  until  the 
marriage,  and,  after  the  solemnization  thereof,  in  trust, 
during  the  Ufe-time  of  the  Plaintiff,  either  to  permit  the 
1,600/.  to  remain  on  the  security  of  the  bond,  or,  at  the 
request  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  call  in  and  inyest  the  same 
upon  the  securities  therein  mentioned,  and  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  principal  and  the  securities  for  the 
same,  and  also  of  the  2,700  /.  consols,  in  trust,  during  the 
joint  lives  of  the  Plaintiff  and  of  Edward  Blythe,  for 
the  Plaintiff,  for  her  separate  use,  but  without  power  of 
anticipation ;  and,  if  the  Plaintiff  should  survive  Edward 
Blythe,  then  upon  trust,  after  his  decease,  to  assign  and 
transfer  the  trust  funds,  to  the  Plaintiff,  her  executors 
&c. ;  but,  if  Edward  Blythe  should  survive  the  Plain- 
tiff, then  upon  trust,  after  her  decease,  to  assign  and 
transfer  the  trust  funds  to  such  person  or  persons  as 
the  Plaintiff  should,  by  her  will,  appoint,  and,  in  default 
of  such  appointment,  upon  trust  to  transfer  the  funds 
to  Edward  Blythe,  his  executors  8ic.  And  Edward 
Blythe  covenanted  with  Samuel  Doumes  and  Charles 
Downes  the  younger  that,   in  case  the  marriage  should 
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take  effect,  he^  his  hem,  executors  or  administrators, 
would,  at  the  expense  of  the  trust  property,  join 
?dth  the  Plaintiff,  from  time  to  time,  as  often  as  occa- 
sion should  require,  in  making,  doing  and  executing 
all  such  acts,  deeds,  conveyances,  assignments,  matters 
and  things  as  should  be  necessary  or  requisite  for  effec- 
tually conveying,  assigning  and  transferring,  to  Samuel 
Downes  and  Charles  Downes  the  younger,  their  heirs, 
executors  or  administrators,  all  the  property^  of  what 
nature  or  kind  soever ,  to  which  the  Plaintiff  should, 
during  the  coverture,  become  entitled,  in  order  that  the 
same  might  be  fully  and  effectually  vested  in  them, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  from  time  to  time,  when  and  as  the  same  should  be 
by  them  received  or  should  so  become  vested  in  them, 
to  make  sale  and  dispose  of  and  to  convert  the  same, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  should  not  consist  of  money  or 
Oovemment  securities,  into  money,  and  to  lay  out  and 
invest  the  monies  thence  arising,  and  all  such  parts 
thereof  as  should  consist  of  money,  in  or  upon  some  or 
one  of  the  public  stocks  or  Government  funds  of  Great 
Britain,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  stocks,  funds  or 
•eenrities  in  or  upon  which  the  same  should  be  so 
placed  out,  and  of  all  such  parts  of  the  said  property  as 
should  consist  of  Government  securities  and  should  be 
transferred  to  them  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  dividends 
and  interest  to  accrue  due  thereon,  and  of  the  interest 
and  annual  profits  to  arise  from  all  such  property  in  the 
meantime,  upon  the  same  trusts  and  for  the  same  pur« 
poses,  and  subject  to  the  same  powers  &c.  as  were 
thereinbefore  expressed  concerning  the  1,500  Z.  and  the 
2,700  /.  consols  and  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof, 
or  such  and  so  many  of  the  same  trusts  &c.  as  should, 
from  time  to  time,  be  subsisting,   undetermined   and 
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1842.  capable  of  taking  effect,  or  as  near  thereto  as  circuin- 

'  stances  would  permit. 

Bltthe 

V*  The  marriage  was  solemnized  on  the  day  after  the 

Granville,    date  of  the  settlement. 

In  March  1820,  Blythe  became  bankrupt,  and  the  De- 
fendant Reynolds  was  chosen  the  assignee  of  his  estate. 
At  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  the  1,500/.  and  all  the 
interest  that  had  become  due  on  it,  remained  due  on  his 
bond,  and  the  trustees  never  received  any  dividend  in  re- 
spect of  it.  Blythe  obtained  his  certificate  in  May  1820. 

In  November  1839  Charles  Downes  the  elder  died. 
Upon  his  decease,  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  applied 
to  the  Defendants  John  Granville  and  George  Brydges 
Granville^  to  transfer  to  them  the  1,035/.  reduced  annui- 
ties, upon  the  trusts  declared,  by  the  settlement,  of  the 
future  property  of  the  Plaintiff;  but  the  Messrs.  Gfran- 
*  ville  (as  the  bill  alleged)  refused  to  make  the  transfer, 
on  the  ground  that  the  1,935/.  reduced  annuities,  was 
not  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  and  was  not 
bound  by  the  covenant,  therein  contained  on  the  part  of 
Blythe^  to  convey  and  assign,  to  the  trustees  thereof,  all 
the  property  to  which  the  Plaintiff  might  become 
entitled  during  their  coverture ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  marital  right  of  Blythe,  to  the  said  sum  of  reduced 
annuities,  was  not  affected  by  the  settlement,  the  same 
became,  immediately  upon  the  deatb  of  Charles  Downes 
the  elder,  vested  in  the  Defendant  Reynolds^  as  his 
assignee,  who,  accordingly,  claimed  to  be  entitled 
thereto. 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
1,935/.  reduced  annuities,  was  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
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the  settletnenty  and  that  Bit/the  might  be  decreed  to 
execute,  or  to  join  with  the  Plaintiff  in  executing,  a 
proper  assignment  thereof,  and  of  the  dividends  which 
had  accrued  thereon  since  the  death  of  Charles  Dowries 
the  elder,  to  the  Defendants  Samuel  Dowries  and  Charles 
Downes  the  younger,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement, 
and  that  the  Defendants,  the  Messrs.  Granville,  might 
be  decreed  to  transfer  the  same  to  them. 

The  Defendant  Reynolds,  by  his  answer,  submitted 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whether  it  was  or 
not  the  fact  that  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
1,935  /.  reduced  annuities  immediately  expectant  upon 
the  death  of  C.  Downes  the  elder,  did,  according  to 
the  true  construction  of  the  terms  of  the  settlement, 
become  subject  to  the  trusts  thereof,  or  whether  the 
Granvilles  ought  or  ought  not  to  transfer  that  sum 
into  the  names  of  Samuel  Downes  and  Charles  Downes 
the  younger,  upon  a  proper  assignment  thereof  being 
executed  to  them  by  Blythe. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr.  Boyle,  for  the  Plaintiff,  said  that 
the  word  '  property '  was  fteed,  throughout  the  settle- 
ment, in  its  most  general  sense,  and,  therefore,  it  would 
include  a  chose  in  action ;  and  the  sum  of  stock  in  ques- 
tion, was  property  which  would  devolve  to  the  Plaintiff 
on  the  death  of  her  father ;  and,  consequently,  there 
could  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  now  subject  to  the  trusts 
declared,  by  the  settlement,  of  the  future  property  of 
the  Plaintiff.  Bulmer  v.  Jay  (a)  ;  Grafftey  v.  Hum- 
page  (b). 

The  Vice- Chancellor:  The  words  '^become  entitled  '' 

(a)  Ante,  yollV.  p. 48. 
(b)  1  Beav.  46 :  see  pages  52  et  seq. 


1842. 
^         ' 

Blytue 
Grahvillb. 
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1849. 

Bltthb 

Geavvills. 


mean,   '<  become  entitled  either  in 
reversion." 


or  m 


Mr.  K.  Parker  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  JDefisndant 
Reynolds: 

If  no  portion  of  the  wife's  property  had  been  men- 
tioned or  comprised  in  the  settlement,  or  if  the  1»935  /. 
reduced  annuities  had  not  been  capable  of  being  settled 
at  the  time  when  the  settlement  was  made,  then  it  mig^t 
have  been  contended,  with  some  chance  of  success,  that 
the  husband's  covenant  in  the  settlement  (upon  which 
alone  the  claim  of  the  wife  is  founded),  did  apply  to  that 
sum  of  stock.  But  the  settlement  not  only  mentions 
but  deals  with  two  portions  of  the  wife's  property ;  and, 
as  to  one  of  those  portions,  we  mean  the  money  secured 
by  the  husband's  bond,  there  was  a  much  greater  chance 
(as  the  event  proved)  of  its  never  becoming  available  to 
the  purposes  of  the  settlement,  than  there  was  as  to  the 
1,935  /.  stock  :  for  the  wife  had  an  absolute,  vested  in- 
terest in  that  sum,  expectant  only  on  the  death  of  her 
father  *•  If  then  the  wife's  interest  in  that  sum  of  stock 
was  capable  of  being  included  in  the  settlement,  toge- 
ther with  the  other  portions  of  her  property,  what  reason 
can  be  assigned  for  its  not  having  been  so  included, 
except  that  the  parties  did  not  intend  that  it  should  be 

^  The  wife  had  ^  present  interest  in  the  sums  mentioned  in 
the  settlement:  but  her  interest  in  the  i>935^  stock,  was 
reversionary ;  and,  consequently,  it  might  not  have  become 
vested  in  possession  during  the  coverture ;  and  that,  perhaps, 
may  have  been  the  reason  why  it  was  not  mentioned  in  and 
settled  by  the  settlement,  but  was  left  to  be  operated  upon 
by  the  husband's  covenant,  when  it  should  become  vested  in 
possession.  The  first  trust  declared  by  the  settlement,  was 
to  take  effect  immediately  afler  the  marriage ;  and,  there- 
fore, it  was  not  strictly  applicable  to  a  reversionary  interest. 
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incladed  ?    They  well  knew  that  that  property  was  in  1 84-2. 

existence;  but  they  do  not  even  allude  to  it  in  any  part      *        '^        ' 
of  the  settlement.  Blytiie 

V. 

The  husband's  covenant  applies  to  property  to  which  ^^^^^ille. 
the  wife  might,  possibly,  become  entitled  at  some  time 
or  other  during  the  coverture,  and  to  which  she  then 
had  no  right  or  title  whatever;  but  it  has  not  the 
slightest  application  to  property  in  which  she  then  had 
an  absolute,  vested  interest  And,  as  it  is  not  even  pre- 
tended that  she  has  any  claim  to  the  property  under  any 
other  clause  in  the  settlement,  the  husband's  marital 
right  is  left  unafiected ;  and,  he  having  become  bank- 
rupt, his  assignee  is  entitled  to  the  property. 

Mr.  Blunt  appeared  for  the  other  parties. 

The  Vice-Chancbllor  : 
I  have  no  doubt  upon  the  question  in  this  case. 

It  is  plain  what  the  parties  to  the  settlement  meant  to 
do :  they  meant  to  deal  with  all  the  wife's  property  that 
Hras  in  a  tangible  shape  at  the  time,  by  making  an  imme- 
diate settlement  of  it  upon  the  trusts  which  we  find  in 
the  deed ;  and  they  meant  that  all  her  other  property 
Bhould  be  settled  in  like  manner,  when  it  should  be  in 
^  tangible  shape.  And,  without  referring  to  the  recitals 
in  the  deed,  my  opinion  is  that  the  words  of  the  hus- 
Vand's  covenant  do,  proprio  viffore,  bind  all  the  wife's 
other  property,  in  the  shape  in  which  it  then  was. 

Under  the  deed  of  1815,  the  wife  had  a  reversionary 

interest  in  the  sum  of  1,935/.  reduced  annuities:  and, 

by  the  settlement,  the  husband  covenanted  that,  in  case 

the  then  intended  marriage  should  take  effect,  he,  his 

Vol.  XIII.  p 
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Blttub 


Oranvilli. 


heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  would  join  with  the 
said  Catharine  Doumes  from  time  to  time,  as  often  as 
occasion  should  require,  in  making,  doing  and  executing 
all  such  acts,  deeds,  conveyances,  assignments,  mat- 
ters and  things  as  should  be  necessary  or  requisite  for 
effectually  conveying,  assigning  and  transferring  unto 
the  said  Samuel  Dawnes  and  Charles  Doumes,  their 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  all  the  property,  of 
what  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  which  she,  the  said 
Catharine  Doumes,  should,  during  her  said  intended 
coverture,  become  entitled,  in  order  that  the  same  might 
be  fully  and  effectually  vested  in  them,  the  said  Samuel 
Doumes  and  Charles  Doumes,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  and  to  and 
for  the  intents  and  purposes  thereinafter  expressed  and 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  same.  The  covenant, 
therefore,  plainly  applies  to  that  property  which  the 
wife  would  become  entitled  to  as  soon  as  the  coverture 
took  effect.  The  coverture  was  the  futurity  referred  to; 
and,  immediately  on  the  marriage  taking  place,  the  wife 
became  entitled  to  the  property  during  the  coverture. 


The  consequence  is  that  the  dividends  of  the  1,985/. 
reduced  annuities  which  have  become  due  since  the 
decease  of  Charles  Downes  the  elder,  must  be  paid  to 
the  Plaintiff,  for  her  separate  use,  and  the  capital,  after 
payment  thereout  of  the  costs  of  all  parties  except  the 
Defendant  Reynolds,  must  be  transferred  to  Samuel 
Doumes  and  Charles  Doumes  the  younger,  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement  (a).  I  shall  not  give  the  Defendant 
Reynolds  his  costs;  for  he  ought  to  have  disclaimed, 
and  then  the  trustees  of  the  ftind  would  have  transferred 
it  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 


(a)  See  Ifoare  v.  Hornby,  2  Youn  &  Coll.  N.  C.  1«1. 
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YOUNG  v.  LORD  WATERPARK.  1842: 

18th  Nov. 

IN  August  1757,  a  settlement  was  raade  on  the  mar-         p     • 
riage  of  Heivry  Cavendish^  esq.,  afterwards  Sir  Henry         contract. 
Cavendish,  bart.,   with    Sarah    Bradshaw,  afterwards       SterUng  or 
Baroness   Waterpark,   by   which    10,000/.  was  to  be         fnter^l 
raised,  under  the  trusts  of  a  term  of  500  years,  out  of  Deed. 

estates,  some  of  which  were  situate  in  England  and  the     Construction. 
rest  in  Ireland,  for  the  portions  of  the  younger  children  a  settlement 
of  the  marriage.     The  portions  were  to  be  paid,  on  the  ^**  made,  in 
day  after  the  death  of  Sir  Henry  Cavendish,  to  such  of  estates 'some  of 
the  younger  sons  as  should  attain  21,  and  to  such  of  which  were 


the  daughters  as  should  attain  that  age  or  marry;  and  and^the^resrin 
the  trustees  of  the  term  were  to  raise,  out  of  the  rents  England,  by 
of  the  estates,  such  yearly  sum  as  should  be  equal  to  which  the 
•  A       *     *  ^  ^         .L         _^-  r  xu  estates  were 

interest  at  Jive  per  cent,  on  the  portions  of  the  younger  limited  to  trus- 

children,  for  their  maintenance  until  their  portions  should  tees  for  a  term 

become  payable.   All  the  parties  to  the  settlement  resided  ^.y®*">  J^^ 
'  ^  *  raismg,  at  a 

in  Ireland,  and  the  deed  was  executed  there ;  but  it  did  future  time, 

not  mention  whether  the  10,000/.  was  to  be  raised  in  ^0,000/.  for 
-  .  ,        .     ^     ...  portions;  and 

Irish  or  in  English  money.  interest  at  5  /. 

per  cent.,  was 
There  were  seven  younger  children  who  attained  21 ;  ^^  ofThe^rents 
but,  notwithstanding  Sir    Henry    Cavendish  died    in  for  the  chil- 

August  1804,  the  whole  of  the  10,000/.  had  not  been  ^'^e"'«  mainte- 

.     ,  ,  ,  .  r    ^  1  1     nance  in  the 

raised;    and  one  object  of  the  suit  was  to  have  the  meantime  -  but 

remiunder  raised,  together  with  the  arrears  of  interest  the  settlement 

thereon;  and,  as  the  settlement  contained  no  direction  ^j^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^ 

terest  on  the 
portions  afler  they  had  become  payable.    Held  that  the  10,000  /• 
must  be  raised  m  Irish  currency;   but  not  with  Irish  interest 
(6/.  per  cent.),  but  4/.  per  cent,  according  to  the  usual  course 
of  the  Court. 
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1842.         as  to  the  rate  of  interest  which  the  10,000/.  was  to  bear 

after  it  had  become  payable^  one  question  in  the  cause 

was  whether  the  remainder  of  that  sum  was  to  be  raised 
v. 
Lord  ^^^  \nf\i  interest  (six  per  cent.),  or  with  English  inte- 

Watekpark.    r^st  at  6/.  per  cent.,  or  at  4/.  percent,  according  to 

the  usual  course  of  the  Court 

It  was  admitted  that  the  principal  was  to  be  raised  in 
Irish  currency,  according  to  Saunders  v.  Drake  (a)^ 
where  Lord  Hardwicke,  C.  says  that,  if  a  bond  be  given 
at  Dublin  or  a  note  at  Jamaica,  it  must  be  paid  in  the 
current  money. 

The  question  as  to  the  rate  of  interest,  was  argued 
by  Mr.  Stuart  on  one  side,  and  by  Mr.  Shadwell  on  the 
other. 

Mr.  Stuart  contended  that,  where  the  Court  had  to 
direct  a  sum  of  money  to  be  raised  with  interest,  the 
rate  of  interest  must  be  according  to  the  usual  course 
of  the  Court. — [The  Vice-chancellor :  The  question  is, 
whether  the  deed  does  not  afford  evidence  on  the  face 
of  it,  that  the  interest  is  to  be  at  the  rate  of  5  /.  per 
cent.] 

Mr.  Shadwell: 

The  rate  of  interest  which  a  sum  of  money  is  to  bear, 
is  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the 
contract  or  security  is  made.  Besides,  the  settlement 
directs  interest  to  be  raised,  at  five  per  cent,  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  children  before  the  principal  of  their 
portions  becomes  due ;  and  it  is  usual  to  allow  some- 
thing less  for  maintenance,  than  is  payable  for  interest, 

[a)  Q  Atk.  465. 
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ailer  the  portions  become  due.   Raymond  v.  BrodbeU{h)',  \ 842. 

Connor  v.  Lord  Bellamont  (c) ;  Phipps  v.  Lord  Angle-      "        •        ' 
sea  id).  "^"""o 

V. 

Loud 
Mr.  Stuart f  in  reply,  said  that,  where  a  foreign  con-    Waterpark 

tract  was  sought  to  be  enforced  in  an  English  Courts  it 

must  be  enforced  according  to  the  course  of  that  Court ; 

and  that  the  lex  loci  contractus  did  not  apply  to  such 

a  case.     He  added  that  the  bill  did  not  pray  for  Irish 

interest,  or  for  interest  after  any  rate  in  particular. 

The  Vice-Chancellob: 

With  respect  to  the  principal  money  remaining  to 
be  raised  under  the  trusts  of  the  term,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  it  is  to  be  raised  in  Irish  currency ;  for 
the  settlement  was  made  in  Ireland ;  and,  therefore, 
the  principal  must  be  paid  in  the  currency  of  that 
country. 

With  respect  to  the  interest,  there  is  nothing,  in  the 
way  of  contract  in  this  case,  to  show  after  what  rate 
it  is  to  be  paid  when  the  principal  has  become  due : 
and,  that  being  so,  I  can  only  give  interest  according  to 
the  usual  course  of  the  Court,  that  is,  at  4/.  per 
cent* 

(b)  5  Ves,  199.  Ekint  v.  East  India  Company ^ 

(c)  s  Atk.  383.  Ibid.  395. 
\d)  1  P.  W.  696.    See  also 


*  The  questions  in  the  above  case  are  discussed  by 
Dr.  Storif^  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws;  and  by 
Mr.  Burgef  in  his  Commentaries  on  Colonial  and  Foreign 
Laws,  vol.  3. 
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Young 

V. 

Lord 
Watkrpark. 


Appointment. 
Potoer, 

Under  a  mar* 
riage  settle- 
ment, the  hus- 
band and  wife, 
having  power  to 
appoint  10,000/. 
amongst  aU 
their  younger 
children,  but  in 
such  shares  as 
they  should 
think  fit,  ap- 
pointed the 
tohoUy  in  differ- 
ent sums  and  at 
different  times, 
to  four  of  the 
younger  chil- 
dren, to  the  ex- 
clusion of  the 
rest.    Held  that 
the  three  first 
appointments 
were  good,  and 
only  the  last, 
void. 


The  qoestions  to  which  the  preceding  part  of  this 
report  relates,  were  argued  on  an  applicatioii  being 
made,  to  the  Court,  to  vary  the  minutes  of  the  decree, 
in  consequence  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  having  directed, 
in  the  first  instance,  the  remainder  of  the  10,000  2.  to  be 
raised  with  interest  at  6 1,  per  cent.  The  principal  qaes* 
tion  in  the  cause  was  argued  and  decided  in  July. 
It  arose  under  the  following  circumstances : 

The  settlement  directed  that,  if  there  should  be  two 
or  more  younger  children  of  the  marriage,  the  10,000/. 
should  be  paid  to  and  distributed  amofigst  them  in  such 
shares  as  Sir  H,  Cavendish  and  Sarah  his  wife,  or  the 
surviror  of  them,  should  by  deed  appoint,  and,  for  want 
of  appointment,  equally.  At  different  times.  Sir  H, 
Cavendish  and  his  lady  appointed  the  whole  of  the 
10,000/.  amongst  ybvr  of  the  younger  children,  in  sums 
of  2,000/.  and  3,000/.  The  last  appointment  was  made, 
of  3,000/.,  in  February  1803,  in  favour  of  George 
Cavendish,  one  of  the  children ;  but  that  sum  had  not 
been  yet  raised. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  in  June  1838|  by  the  personal 
representative  of  Augustus  Cavendish  Bradshaw  and 
Deborah  Musgrave,  two  of  the  children  in  whose  favour 
no  appointment  had  been  made,  against  Henry  Manners 
Lord  Waterparky  who  was  the  grandson  of  Sir  Henry 
Cavendish  and  Baroness  Waterpark,  and  was  in  pos- 
session of  the  estates  as  heir  in  tail  male  to  Richard 
Baron  Waterpark,  his  late  father  (who  was  the  first 
fenant  in  tail  male  under  the  settlement),  and  against  the 
children  in  whose  favour  the  appointments  had  been 
made,  and  also  against  Richard  Arkwright  (to  whom 
Richard  Lord  Waterpark  had  mortgaged   the  estates, 
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bat  with  notice  of  the  settlement),  and  James  Wigram 
(to  whom  the  term  of  600  years  had  been  assigned  as 
a  trustee  for  Arkwright,  and  who  also  had  notice  of  the 
settlement),  praying  that  all  the  appointments,  or,  at  any 
rate,  the  last  of  them,  might  be  declared  to  be  null  and 
Toid,  on  the  ground  that  the  power  did  not  authorise 
the  10,000/.  to  be  appointed  to  any  one  or  more  of  the 
yonnger  children  to  the  exclusion  of  the  others  of  them : 
and  that  the  10,000/.  might  be  equally  divided  amongst 
all  the  younger  children ;  or,  at  any  rate,  that  the  3,000  /. 
which  had  not  been  raised,  might  be  divided  amongst 
such  of  them  as  the  Court  should  think  fit ;  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the 
shares  of  the  two  children  whom  he  represented. 
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Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Law,  for  Lord  Waierpark ;  Mr. 
Koe,  for  George  Cavendish ;  Mr.  Stinton  and  Mr.  Parry, 
(or  the  other  Defendants. 

The  Vice-chancellor  said  that  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment was  not  an  exclusive  one ;  and,  therefore,  each  of 
the  younger  children  was  entitled  to  participate  in  the 
10,000/.  He  held,  however,  that  the  three  first  appoint- 
ments were  good,  and  that  the  last  only  was  void.  For, 
thereby,  the  whole  of  the  fund  remaining  undisposed  of, 
was  appointed  to  George  Cavendish  to  the  exclusion 
of  three  of  the  younger  children. 
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Another  question,  which  was  aipied  by  Mr.  Stuart 
and  Mr.  Law,  on  behalf  of  Lord  Waterpark,  was  whe- 
ther,  as  all  the  younger  children  had  attained  21  before 
their  father's  death,  which  took  place  on  the  3d  of 
August  1804,  the  PlaintifTs  claim  was  not  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  40,  which 
enacts  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  to  recorer  any  sum 


Slatvte  of 

2Sc  4  Will.  4    ^^  money  charged  upon  or  payable  out  of  any  land, 
c.  37,  f .  43.      but  within  20  years  next  after  a  present  right  to  re- 
ceiye  the  same  shall  have  accrued  to  some  person 
capable  of  giving  a  discharge  for  or  a  release  of  the 
same. 


Under  a  mar- 
riage settle- 
ment, a  term 
was  vested  in 
trustees  for 
raising  10,000/.      The  Vice  Chancellor  said  that  the  relation  of  trustee 

for  the  younger  ^^^  cestui  que  trust  existed  between  the  parties,  and, 

children  of  the      ,       «         ,  ,. ,  ,  r  » 

marriage,  and,    therefore,  the  statute  did  not  apply. 

subject  thereto, 

the  estates  were 

limited  to  the 

first  and  other 

SODS  in  tail 

male.     Much 

more  than  six 

years  after  the 

10,000/.  ought 

to  have  been 


Declare  that  the  Plaintiff,  as  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  Augustus  Cavendish  Bradshaw  and  Deborah 
Musgrave,  both  deceased,  in  the  pleadings  named,  is 
entitled  to  two  seventh  parts  of  the  sum  of  3,000/.  of 
the  late  Irish  currency  *,  part  of  the  principal  sum  of 
10,000/.  like  currency  directed  to  be  raised  by  the  in- 
raised  and  paid,  dentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  respectively  the  10th 

the  younger        ^^j  ^j^  j     g  ^f  August  1767,  together  with  interest 
children  tiled  a     ^  /  /*  ,  '      ^  ^  , 

bill  to  have        thereon  at  the  rate  of  4  /.  per  cent  per  annum  from  the 

that  sum  4th  day  of  August  1804:  and  order  that  the  same  be 

raised. 

Held  that  the 
relation  of  trus- 
tee and  cestui 
que  trust 

existed  between  the  parties  ;  and,  therefore,  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations, which  enacts  that  money  to  be  raised  out  of  land  shall 
not  be  recoverable  but  wiihin  twenty  years  next  after  a  right 
to  receive  the  same  shall  have  accrued  to  some  person  capable  of 
giving  a  receipt  for  the  same,  did  not  apply. 


*  The  currencies  of  England  and  Ireland  are  now  assi- 
milated. 
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raised,  by  the  Defendant  James  Wigram,  by  sale  or  1843. 

mortgage  of  the  estates  of  the  Defendant  Henry  Man-     *        ^        ' 
ners  Baron  WcUerpark  comprised  in  the  term  of  600  xouso 

years  in  the  said  indentures  mentioned,  or  of  a  competent  ,    ' 

part  thereof:  and  that  the  said  two  seventh  parts  and  Watsrpark. 
interest,  when  so  raised,  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  as  such 
personal  representative  as  aforesaid  :  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiff do  pay  unto  the  Defendant,  Sarah  Countess  of 
MauntnarrU  *  (one  of  the  younger  children),  her  costs 
of  this  suit,  to  be  taxed  by  the  Taxing-master  of  this 
Court  in  rotation :  and  refer  it  to  the  Taxing-master  to 
tax  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  Defendants,  except  the 
Defendant  Baron  Waterparky  their  costs  of  this  suit : 
and  order  that  the  same,  when  taxed,  together  with 
what  the  said  Plaintiffs  shall  have  paid  as  the  costs  of 
the  said  Defendant  Sarah  Countess  of  MountnorrU,  be 
paid  by  the  said  Defendant  Baron  WcUerpark,  or  else 
be  raised  and  paid  out  of  the  said  estates :  and  any  of 
the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  &c.t 

Reg.  Lib.  A.  1841,  fol.  1464. 

*  It  did  not  appear,  from  the  papers  with  which  the 
Reporter  was  furnished,  why  Lady  Mountnorris^B  costs  were 
ordered  to  be  paid  differently  from  the  costs  of  the  other 
younger  children. 

t  An  appeal  from  this  decree  is  pending  before  The  Lord 
CkanccUor. 
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1842: 
19th  Nov. 

and 
3d  Dec. 

Conditions  of 

sale, 

IVaiver. 

Vendor  and 

purchaser. 

Parties. 

Pleading. 

Specijic 

performance. 


CUTTS  V.  THODEY. 

On  the  1 9th  of  June  1835  the  Defendant,  Thodey,  sold, 
by  auction,  to  the  Plaintiff,  a  cottage,  garden,  stabling 
and  blacksmith's  shop  at  Whetstone^  Middlesex^  for 
670  /. ;  and  the  Plaintiff  paid  the  Defendant,  Hoggart, 
the  auctioneer,  a  deposit  of  134  /.,  and  signed  an  agree- 
ment for  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money  on  or  before  the  29/A  of  September  then  next ;  but 
if  the  completion  of  the  purchase  should  be  delayed 
beyond  that  day,  then  the  Plaintiff  was  to  pay  interest 


Conditions  of 
sale  stipulated 

that  the  sale  should  be  completed  on  a  certain  day;  and  that 
objections  to  the  title  not  made  within  21  days  from  the  delivery 
of  the  abstract,  should  be  considered  as  waived ;  and  that,  if  the 
purchaser  should  not  comply  with  the  conditions,  his  deposit 
should  be  forfeited,  and  the  vendor  be  at  liberty  to  resell  the  pro- 
perty. The  purchaser  did  not  deliver  his  objections  until  several 
weeks  after  the  expiration  of  the  21  days,  and  after  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  completing  the  purchase :  the  vendor*8  solicitor,  how- 
ever, received  them,  and  entered  into  a  long  correspondence  with 
the  purchaser  on  the  subject  of  them,  but  without  coming  to  a 
satisfactory  conclusion.  I«inally,  the  vendor  resold  the  property 
(but  at  a  less  price),  notwithstanding  the  purchaser  protested  against 
the  resale,  and  gave  notice,  to  the  vendor,  of  his  intention  to  file 
a  bill  to  enforce  the  contract.  About  six  months  afterwards  be 
filed  his  bill,  making  the  auctioneer  and  the  purchaser  at  the  resale, 
to  whom  he  had,  some  months  before,  given  notice  of  his  prior 
contiact,  Co  defendants  to  it.  The  Court  held  that  the  benefit  of 
the  conditions  had  been  waived  by  the  vendor's  solicitor,  and  de- 
creed a  specific  performance,  with  a  reference  to  the  Master  as  to 
title ;  and  dismissed  the  bill,  with  costs,  as  against  the  auctioneer, 
because  he  denied  that  he  had  ever  intended  to  part  with  the  de- 
posit, and,  without  costs  as  against  the  purchaser  at  the  resale, 
who  claiilied  the  benefit  of  his  contract  if  the  Court  should  think 
that  the  Plaintiff's  ought  not  to  be  performed. 

Where  objections  to  title  are  to  be  considered  as  waived,  unless 
made  within  a  certain  time  after  the  delivery  of  the  abstract: 
Qii.  whether  that  condition  can  be  insisted  on,  if  the  abstract  is 
very  defective  ? 
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at  five  per  cent,  on  the  balance  of  his  purchase-money 
nntil  the  purchase  should  be  completed. 

The  sixth  condition  of  sale  was  that,  if  a  valid  objec- 
tion should  be  made,  to  the  title,  within  twenty-one  days 
after  the  delivery  of  the  abstract ,  or  if  the  purchaser 
should  require  evidence  in  support  of  it  which  should 
not  be  in  the  vendor's  possession,  the  vendor  should  be  at 
liberty  to  rescind  the  contract  on  returning  the  deposit, 
with  interest,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  claim  of  the 
purchaser :  "  but  all  objections  to  the  title  not  made 
within  the  period  aforesaid,  shall  be  considered  as  vmived.* ' 
The  last  condition  was  that,  if  the  purchaser  should 
n^lect  or  fail  to  comply  with  the  conditions,  the  depo* 
sit  should  be  forfeited  and  the  purchaser  be  at  liberty 
to  resell  the  premises ;  and  that  the  deficiency  on  the 
resale,  together  with  the  charges  attending  the  same, 
should  be  made  good  by  the  purchaser. 

On  the  17th  of  July  1836,  Thodey*s  solicitor,  Mr.  Cox, 
delivered  an  abstract  of  the  title  to  the  premises,  to  the 
Plaintiff,  who  also  was  a  solicitor ;  but  the  latter  did 
iK>t,  within  twenty-one  days  after  that  day,  nor,  indeed, 
until  sometime  in  December  following,  state  any  objec- 
tton  to  the  title ;  whereby,  the  answer  alleged,  he  waived 
all  right  of  objecting  thereto.     During  the  interval,  Mr. 
Cos  wrote  several  letters,  to  the  Plaintiff,  complaining 
that  he  had  received  no  communication,  from  the  Plain- 
tiff, respecting  the  abstract,  and   requesting  to  hear 
from  him  on  the  subject.     In  one  of  those  letters,  which 
was  dated  the  dOth  of  September  1835,  he  stated  that, 
the  time  for  completing  the  purchase  having  expired, 
Thodey  threatened  to  resell  the  premises  under  th 
last  condition,  unless  he  heard  satisfactorily,  from  the 
Plaintiff,  in  the  course  of  the  week.     On  the  3d  of 
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Novemberi  the  Plaintiff  io  formed  Cox  that  the  papers 
were  before  his  conveyancing  Counsel,  and  that,  on  the 
next  day  after  he  received  them  again,  he  would  com- 
municate with  Cox.  On  the  following  day.  Cox  wrote, 
to  the  Plaintiff,  as  follows :  ''  Had  the  explanation 
which  you  now  give  been  afforded  in  a  much  earlier 
stage  of  the  business,  and  without  waiting  for  four  or 
five  letters  being  written  before  any  answer  being  given, 
I  should  be  disposed  to  agree  that,  in  fairness,  a  resale 
ought  not  to  be  resorted  to  so  early  after  the  time 
appointed  for  completion :  but,  seeing  that  the  abstract 
has  now  been  delivered  near  four  months,  and  that  the 
time  for  completion  has  passed  by  near  six  weeks,  and 
no  single  step  taken  towards  completion,  I  confess  that 
there  seems  to  me  no  ground  for  your  being  surprised 
at  the  contents  of  my  last  letter.  I  do,  however,  after 
the  great  delay  that  has  taken  place,  hope  that  you  will, 
at  least,  spare  me  from  personal  annoyance  in  the  mat- 
ter by  favouring  me  with  the  earliest  communication  on 
the  business/'  On  the  4th  of  December  1835,  the 
Plaintiff  sent  Mn  Cox,  a  copy  of  his  CounseFs  opinion 
upon  the  title  :  in  consequence  of  which,  Mr.  Cox,  on 
the  31st  ^of  that  month,  sent  the  Plaintiff  an  abstract 
of  the  proceedings  in  a  Chancery  suit  mentioned  in  the 
former  abstract,  accompanied  by  a  letter,  in  which, 
after  referring  to  the  sixth  condition,  he  said  that  he 
sent  the  further  abstract  without  prejudice.  He,  how- 
ever, urged  the  Plaintiff  to  examine  the  title-deeds  of 
the  premises,  and  to  furnish  him  with  the  remarks  and 
queries  made,  by  Counsel,  in  the  mai^n  of  the  first 
abstract :  and,  accordingly,  the  Plaintiff  sent  him  the 
abstract  on  the  9th  of  February.  Many  other  letters 
passed,  between  Cox  and  the  Plaintiff,  relative  to  the 
objections  and  requisitions  of  the  Plaintiff's  Counsel; 
until,  on  the  dd  of  April  1837,  Cox  required  the  Plain- 
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tiff  to  determine  whether  he  accepted  the  title  as  shown, 
or  not,  and  added  that,  unless  he  heard,  from  the  Plain- 
tiff, in  the  affirmative  in  the  course  of  the  week,  the 
deposit  would  be  treated  as  forfeited,  and  the  premises 
be  resold  under  the  last  condition.    The  Plaintiff  having 
paid   no  attention  to  that  letter,   the  premises  were 
advertised  to  be  resold  on  the  12th  of  May;  and,  on  the 
2d  of  that  month,  Cox  sent  the  Plaintiff  a  copy  of  the 
particulars  and  conditions  of  the  resale.    On  the  10th 
the  Plaintiff  wrote  to  Hoggart^  by  whom  the  premises 
were  to  be  resold,  informing  him  how  the  matter  stood 
with  respect  to  the  title,  and  warning  him  not  to  resell  the 
premises,  and  to  hold  the  deposit  until  the  title  should 
be  completed:  and,  on  the  next  day,  the  Plaintiff  wrote 
to  Cox,  protesting  against  the  resale,  and  stating  that  he 
was  about  to  file  a  bill  against  Thodet/,  to  compel  him 
to  perform  the  agreement.     The  resale,  however,  took 
place  on  the  12th ;  when  the  premises  were  purchased 
by  the  Defendant,  Vickers,  for  640  l.    In  June  follow- 
ing, the  Plaintiff  gave  Vickers  notice  of  his  prior  con- 
tract, and  of  his  intention  to  insist  on  the  completion  of 
it :  and,  on  the  29th  of  December,  he  filed  his  bill  pray- 
mg  for  a  specific  performance  of  his  contfuct  and  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  Thodey  from  proceeding  with 
an  action  which  he  had  brought,  against  Hoggart,  to 
recover  the  Plaintiff's  deposit,  and  to  restrain  Hoggart 
from  paying  the  deposit  to  Thodey. 


1842. 


CUTTS 
V. 

Thodev. 


Hoggart  denied  that  he  had  threatened  or  that  he 
intended  to  part  with  the  deposit;  and  submitted  that 
he  was  entitled  to  retain  out  of  it,  or  to  be  otherwise 
paid  his  charges  and  expenses  of  the  sale  in  1836  and 
his  costs  of  the  suit  *. 

*  Hoggart  filed  a  bill  of  interpleader  respectmg  the  de- 
po«it.    See  Hoggart  v.  Cutts^  1  Craig  k  Phill.  Rep.  197. 
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1843.  Vickers  submitted  whether  the  PlaintiiTs  agreement 

was  valid  and  subsisting ;  and,  if  it  was,  that  he  was 
entitled  to  have  his  deposit  and  what  he  had  paid 
Tuo*Div  ^^^  auction-duty,  repaid  to  him  with  interest ;  but,  if  it 
was  not,  he  claimed  the  beneBt  of  his  own  contract  and 
insisted  on  his  right  to  call  on  Thodey  to  complete  it. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Lee  and  Mr.  Heaihfield,  for  the  Plaintifl^  con- 
tended that  as  Thodey  had,  by  his  solicitori  received 
the  PlaintifTs  objections  to  the  title  and  delivered 
a  further  abstract,  long  after  the  twenty-one  days  from 
the  delivery  of  the  original  abstract  had  expired,  and 
had,  subsequently,  entered  into  a  lengthened  discussion 
of  those  objections  with  the  Plaintiff,  he  had  waived 
the  benefit  of  the  conditions  of  sale,  and,  consequently, 
was  not  entitled  to  resell  the  premises,  but  ought  to  be 
decreed  to  perform  his  contract  with  the  Plaintiff. 
They  cited  Ta7iner  v.  Smith  (a),  Reynolds  v.  Nelson  (J), 
Hipwell  v.  Knight  (c),  and  Hobson  v.  Bell  (d). 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  Thodey,  cited  Heaphy 

v.  Hill(e),2Lnd  Watson  v.  Reid(J). 

« 

Mr.  Rogers  appeared  for  Hoggart ;  and 
Mr.  Raschf  for  Vickers. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

I  will  read  over   the  correspondence   between  the 
Plaintiff  and  Mr.  Cox,  before  I  decide  the  case.    I  con- 

(a)  -^n/f,  Vol.  X.  p  410.  Motley    v.    Cook,    s   Hare, 

{b)  Wadd.  &  Geld.  18.  106. 

(c)  1  Youn.  &  Coll.  41.  (e)  12  Sim.  &  Stu.  29. 

{d)    a    Beav.    17.      See  (/)  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  236. 
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ccive  that  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  look  into  the  abstract,  184a 

in  order  to  see  whether  it  is  so  defective  that  it  ought  to 
be  considered  as  no  abstract. 


CUTTS 

V. 

TllODEY. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
It  seems  to  me,  after  the  correspondence  which  took    3d  December, 
place  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Mr.  Cox,  which  com- 
menced in  September  1835  and  continued  until  April 
1837,  that  there  ought  to  be  a  decree  for  a  specific 
performance. 

What  Mr.  Cox  meant  by  the  words,  "  without  pre- 
judice," in  his  letter  of  the  31st  of  December  1836,  it  is 
not  easy  to  determine  ;  for  he  had,  long  before,  waived 
the  benefit  of  the  sixth  condition  of  sale. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed,  as  against  Mr.  Hoggnrtf 
without  costs ;  for  he  denies,  in  his  answer,  that  he 
ever  threatened  or  intended  to  pay  over  the  deposit  to 
Mr.  Thodey;  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  with 
costs,  as  against  Mr.  Vickers,  There  must  be  a  decree 
for  a  specific  performance  as  against  Mr.  ITiodey,  with 
a  reference  to  the  Master  as  to  the  title. 


The  Plaintiff  appealed,  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  from 
that  part  of  the  decree  which  directed  the  bill  to  be 
dismissed,  as  against  Hoggart,  with  costs,  and,  as 
against  Vickers,  without  costs,  and  prayed  that  the  bill 
might  be  retained  as  against  those  Defendants :  or, 
in  case  His  Lordship  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
decree  was  right  in  dismissing  the  bill  as  against 
Hoggart   with  costs,  that  the   consideration  whether 
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1843. 


CUTTS 

V. 

TuoDsr. 


those  costs  ought  to  be  ultimately  borae  by  the  Plain- 
tiff or  by  Thodeyy  might  be  reserved. 

The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  13th  of  February  1844, 
when  His  Lordship  aflSrmed  the  decree  with  costs*. 

^  Seel  Collyer's  Rep.  223. 


1843: 
34th  Nov. 

* H ' 

Legacy. 
Costs. 

Tn  a  suit  for 
administering 
a  testator's 
estate,  a  leeacy 
was  claimed  by 
two  legatees, 
adversely  to 
each  otlier. 
Held  that,  as 
the  question 
arose  on  the 
testator's  will, 
the  costs  must 
be  borne  by  his 
estate,  and  not 
by  the  legacy.^ 


WILSON  V.  SQUIRE. 

1  HIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  Thomas  Hill  deceased.  By  his  will  he  gave 
a  legacy  of  1,000  /.  three  per  cents,  to  the  governors 
and  trustees  of  the  London  Orphan  Society  in  the  City 
Road.  Two  charitable  institutions,  namely,  the  Orphan 
Working-school  in  the  City  Road,  and  the  Orphan 
Asylum  at  Clapton^  Middlesex^  claimed  the  legacy,  ad- 
versely to  each  other,  before  the  Master.  The  Master 
decided  in  favour  of  the  latter  institution,  because  the 
testator  had  been  a  subscriber  to  it.  But,  upon  excep- 
tions being  taken  to  the  Master^%  report,  the  Court 
decided  in  favour  of  the  former :  and,  on  the  hearing  of 
a  petition  presented,  by  the  treasurer,  for  payment  of  the 
legacy,  the  question  was  whether  the  costs  ought  to  be 
borne  by  the  legacy  or  paid  out  of  the  testator's  resi- 
duary estate. 

Mr.   Blower,    for    the  petitioner,   cited    Crogan  v» 
Baines  (a)  and  Ripley  v.  Moysey  {b). 

Mr.  H'^oodf  for  the  residuary  legatees,  said  that  they 
did  not  contend  that  the  legacy  was  not  payable,  but 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  VII.  p.  40.  (6)  i  Keen,  578, 
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that  the  question  was  between  the  two  adverse  claimants 
of  the  legacy :  he  cited  Jenour  v.  Jenour  (c)  and  Angell 
V.  Davis  (d). 

Mr.  Rolt  also  appeared  upon  the  petition* 

The  Vice-Chancelloe  : 

If  a  fund  is  separated  from  the  bulk  of  the  testator's 
estate  and  then  a  question  arises  about  it,  the  fund 
pays  the  costs.  But  if  the  question  is  who  is  entitled 
to  the  fund  in  the  first  instance,  that  question  is  raised 
by  the  testator  himself,  and  his  estate  must  bear  the 
costs :  for  a  testator's  estate  bears  the  costs  of  all  the 
<}ue8tions  that  arise,  on  his  will,  respecting  it.  In  this 
case,  therefore,  the  costs  of  all  parties  must  be  paid 
out  of  the  estate. 


S13 


184a. 


Wilson 

V. 

Squire. 


(c)  loVes.  56a. 


((/)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  360. 
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1842: 
24th  Nov. 

* y ' 

Vendor  and 

purchaser^ 

Interest* 

Allotment. 

Under  an 
Inclosure  Act^ 
an  allotment 
had  been  made, 
to  the  Impro- 
priator,  in  lieu 
of  tithes;  and, 
by  the  Act,  the 
tithes  were  to 
cease  on  the 
allotment  being 
made ;  but  the 
Act  did  not 
authorize  the 
sale  of  allot- 
ments before 
the  execution 
of  the  award. 
In  the  interim, 
the  Impropria- 
tor agreed  to 
sell  his  allot- 
ment for  700  /., 
to  be  paid  on 
the  25th  of 
March  then 
next,  on  a  good 
and  valid  title 
being  made  and 
executed.     The 

award  was  not  made  until  several  years  after  the  agreement ;  but 
the  purchaser  had  been,  all  along,  in  possession  of  the  allotment. 
The  Court  ordered  him  to  pay  four  per  cent,  interest  on  his  pur- 
chase-money from  the  25th  of  March  next  after  the  date  of 
agreement,  although  a  good  title  could  not  be  made  until  the 
award  was  executed. 


THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  THE  DEAN  AND 
CHAPTER  OF  CHRIST-CHURCH,  OXFORD. 

Hx  parte  MADDOX. 

By  an  Act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  1813,  for  inclosing 
lands  in  the  parish  of  Prior*s  Ditton  in  Shropshire,  the 
Commissioner  was  directed  to  make  allotments  to  the 
Impropriator  and  Vicar  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  to  which 
they  were  entitled  respectively;  and  it  was  enacted 
that,  when  such  allotments  should  be  staked  and  set 
out,  the  tithes  in  respect  of  which  they  were  made, 
should  cease  and  be  no  longer  payable.  The  Act, 
however,  did  not  empower  the  persons  to  whom  allot- 
ments should  be  made,  to  sell  and  convey  them  before 
the  execution  of  the- award. 

The  Commissioner,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  allotted 
about  thirty  acres,  part  of  a  farm  in  the  parish,  to  the 
Impropriator,  in  lieu  of  the  great  tithes  of  that  farm  : 
and,  in  August  1814,  the  Impropriator  agreed  to  sell 
the  allotment  to  the  owners  of  the  farm,  for  700/.,  to 
be  paid  on  or  before  the  26th  of  March  then  next,  on  a 
good  and  valid  title  being  made  and  executed;  and  the 
expense  of  the  conveyance  was  to  be  borne  by  the  par- 
ties equally. 
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At  the  date  of  the  agreement,  the  owners  of  the  farm 
were  and  had  ever  since  continued  in  the  possession  or 
receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  allotted  lands.  The  Com* 
missioner  did  not  execute  his  award  until  the  3d  of 
May  1841.  The  Impropriator  had  received  no  tithes 
during  the  interval. 

On  the  hearing  of  a  petition,  presented  by  the  Impro- 
priator,  praying  for  a  declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to 
be  paid  the  700/.  with  interest  at  4  /.  per  cent,  from 
the  26th  of  March  1B16,  the  day  named  in  the  agree- 
ment for  completing  the  purchase,  the  question  was 
whether  he  was  entitled  to  receive  such  interest  or  only 
the  amount  of  the  rents  received  by  the  purchasers  in 
respect  of  the  allotment. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  Petitioner,  said 
that  there  was  nothing  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  gene« 
ral  rule,  that  a  purchaser  taking  possession,  must  pay 
interest  on  his  purchase-money.  Kingsley  v.  Young  (a); 
Powell  V.  Martyr  (ft) ;  Fludyer  v.  Cocker  (c) ;  Doe  v. 
WUUs  (d)  ;  Doe  v.  Sounder  (e). 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Hodgson,  for  the  Purchasers,  said 
that  they  had  not  taken  possession  of  the  allotment,  but 
had  only  cmtinued  in  the  possession  of  it  which  they 
had  at  and  before  the  date  of  the  agreement :  that,  by 
the  agreement,  the  purchase-money  was  not  to  be  paid 
until  a  good  and  valid  title  should  be  made  and  executed; 
which  meant,  until  a  conveyance  should  be  executed : 
but,  as  the  Act  did  not  authorize  allotments,  made  under 
it,  to  be  conveyed  before  the  award  was  executed,  no 


1843. 

* V ' 

Attorney- 
Genrral 

V. 

Christ- 
cnuucH. 


(a)  17  Ves.  468,   and  18 
Ves.  207. 
{h)  8  Ves.  146. 


(c)  12  Ves.  35. 

(rf)  5  Bing.  441. 

{e)  5  Adol.  &  EI  I.  664. 
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1843. 

* >, ' 

Attorket- 
General 

V. 

Chbist- 

CBURCH. 


conveyance  could  be  made  of  the  allotment  in  question, 
until  after  the  execution  of  the  award;  and,  therefore, 
at  any  rate,  the  purchaser  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid 
interest  on  his  purchase-money,  from  an  earlier  time 
than  the  date  of  the  award.  Farrer  v.  Billing  (/) ; 
Ellis  y.  Amison  (y). 

Mr.  Stinion  and  Mr.  Cha»dle$$  appeared  for  other 
parties. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  in  reply,  referred  to  Burton  ▼• 
Todd  (A). 

The  Vice-Chancelloe  : 

I  cannot  but  think  that  interest  ought  to  be  paid  on 
the  700  /.  from  the  26th  of  March  1816. 

The  purchasers  were  in  possession  of  their  own  lands; 
and  then  an  allotment  of  a  portion  of  those  lands  was 
made,  to  the  Impropriator,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  them. 
Now,  by  the  express  provision  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
the  tithes  were  to  cease  from  the  staking  out  of  the  allot* 
ment ;  so  that  the  Impropriator  lost  the  tithes  from  that 
time.  The  purchasers  were  in  possession ;  and,  by  the 
very  terms  of  the  agreement,  they  would  have  the  posses- 
sion, from  the  month  of  August  up  to  March  1816,  with- 
out paying  any  rent :  nothing  was  to  be  paid  by  them 
during  that  time.  The  purchase-money  was  to  be  paid 
on  or  before  the  25th  of  March  then  next  ensuing,  on 
a  good  and  valid  title  being  made  and  executed.  That 
might  have  had  reference  to  a  variety  of  things,  inde- 
pendently of  the  mere  making  of  the  award :  because 
there  might  have  been  such  a  dealing,  by  the  Impro- 


(/)  12  Bam.  &  Aid.  171.         (^)  5  Bam.  Sc  Aid.  47. 
(A)  1  Swanst.  q$5. 
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priator,  either  after  or  before  the  allotment  was  staked 
outy  as  would  have  had  the  effect  of  incumbering  the 
title.  For  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  although  he 
might  not  have  been  able  to  make  a  valid  conveyance 
of  the  allotment  before  the  award  was  executed,  he 
might  have  contracted,  in  various  ways,  so  as  to  bind 
the  allotment.  Therefore  it  was  very  reasonably  pro- 
vided, by  the  agreement,  that  the  purchase-money 
diould  be  paid  on  a  good  title  being  made.  But  I  do 
Dot  think  that  that  provision  means  that  the  money  is 
to  be  paid  without  interest,  on  a  good  title  being  made 
at  any  time  however  distant.  But,  according  to  the 
view  that  I  take  of  it,  it  means  nothing  more  than  that, 
if  a  good  and  valid  title  should  be  made  and  executed 
on  the  day  named  in  the  agreement,  the  purchase-money 
should  be  paid  on  that  day,  and  then  without  interest. 
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It  turned  out  that  a  good  and  valid  title  could  not  be 
made  on  the  day  named:  but,  ultimately,  it  appears 
that  a  good  and  valid  title  can  be  made.  Therefore,  I 
apprehend  that  the  vendor  must,  according  to  the  com- 
mon course  of  the  Court,  receive  interest  at  4  /.  per 
cent,  on  the  purchase-money,  from  the  day  named,  in 
the  contract,  for  completing  the  purchase. 

Order  made  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition, 
but  without  costs. 
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BARTLETT  v.  GREEN. 


J3y  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  16th  February  1758, 

Marriage       and  made  between  Edith  Cossens,  since  deceased,  the 

settlement.       widow  and  executrix  of  Barjew  Cossens,  and  John  Cos* 

Construction.     ^^^^  ^^^  William  Cossens,  the  two  sons  of  Barjew  and 

Term.  Edith  Cossens,  of  the  first  part,  Margaret  Crofts,  spin- 

A  marriaffe  set-  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  second  part,  and  John  Everett  of  the  third 

element,  afler      part,  being  the  settlement  made  in  contemplation  of  the 

redting  that  it     marriage  of  John  Cossens  with  Margaret  Crofts,  after 

that  a  cottage     reciting  that  Barjew  Cossens  died  seised  of  all   that 

&c.  (which  the    cottage,  dwelling-house  and  closes,  with  their  appur- 

for  the  remain-    ^®"^"^^s  situate  in  Portesham,  in  the  county  of  Dorset, 

der  of  a  term  of  after  more  particularly  mentioned,  and  which  he  held 

2,000  years)        f^^  ^j^g  remainder  of  a  term  of  2,000  years,  without 
should  be  set-  ,  .  ,        t  1  ^ 

tied  on  the  hus-  impeachment  of  waste,  under  the  yearly  rent  of  one 

band  for  life,  peppercorn  :  and  that  Barjew  Cossens,  by  an  indenture 

dece^e^on  the  °^  mortgage,  conveyed  the  premises  to  William  Clark  of 

wife  for  life,  by  Abbotsbury  in  the  said  county,  yeoman,  with  a  proviso 

way  of  jointure,  ^^  j^^  y^jj  ^^  payment  of  120/.  and  interest:  and  that 

and,  after  their  ^     .      ^  1     ,  •        .,  .  ,         1  ,  ,-      . 

several  de-  Baijcw  Lessens,  by  his  will,  bearing  date  the  20th  March 

ceases,  on  the 

issue  of  the  marriage,  and,  in  default  of  issue,  on  JF.  C.  and  his 
heirs,  executors  £lC.,  assigned  the  cottage,  to  a  trustee,  for  the 
remainder  of  the  term,  in  trust  to  permit  the  husband  to  receive 
the  rents  for  so  many  years  of  the  term  as  should  expire  in  his 
lifetime,  and,  after  his  decease,  in  trust  to  permit  the  wife  to 
receive  the  rents  during  her  natural  life,  and,  after  their  several 
deceases,  to  permit  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  husband,  begotten 
on  the  body  of  the  wife,  to  receive  the  rents  for  so  many  years  of 
the  term  as  should  expire  in  the  life  or  lives  of  him,  her  or  them 
respectively,  and,  after  the  several  deceases  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  and  in  default  of  issue  of  the  body  of  the  husband  and  wife 
as  before  limited,  to  permit  Jf^.  C,  his  heirs,  executors  &c.,  to 
receive  the  rents  for  all  the  residue  of  the  term.  Held  that  the 
term  vested  in  the  husband  absolutely  under  the  first  limitation. 
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1743,  devised  the  premises  to  Edith  Cossens,  his  then 
wife,  for  her  Ufe,  and,  after  her  decease,  to  John  Cos^ 
sens,  his  son,  in  tail,  with  the  remainder  of  the  said 
term  to  William^  his  other  son,  and  his  heirs  for  ever ; 
and  that  a  marriage  was  shortly  to  be  solemnized 
between  John  Cossens  and  Margaret  Crofts ;  and  that 
it  was  agreed  that  all  the  premises,  subject  to  the 
mortgage  for  120/.  and  interest,  should  be  settled  on 
John  Cossens  for  his  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  on  hit 
intended  wife  far  her  life,  by  way  of  jointure,  and,  after 
their  several  deceases,  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  and, 
in  default  of  such  issue,  on  William  Cossens  and  his  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators,  during  the  remainder  of  the 
said  term  of  2,000  years  that  should  be  then  to  come : 
It  was  witnessed  that,  in  the  performance  of  the  said 
agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  intended  mar- 
riage, Edith  Cossens,  John  Cossens  and  William  Cossens 
granted,  bargained,  sold,  assigned  and  set  over  to  John 
Everett,  all  that  cottage,  dwelling-house,  8cc.  To  hold 
the  same  unto  John  Everett,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns,  from  and  after  the  solemnization  of  the 
marriage,  during  all  the  residue  of  the  term  of  2,000 
years  therein  then  to  come  and  unexpired,  upon  trust, 
in  the  first  place,  for  the  said  Johi  Everett,  his  execu- 
tors and  administrators,  to  raise,  by  assignment  of  the 
remainder  of  the  term  of  2,000  years,  as  much  money  as 
then  should  be  or  grow  due  for  principal  and  interest  on 
the  mortgage,  and  to  pay  the  same  in  discharge  of  the 
120  L  principal,  with  all  interest  that  should  be  due  on  the 
mortgage  to  William  Clarh,  and,  from  and  after  the  pay- 
ment of  tlie  120  /.  principal  and  interest,  then  in  trust  to 
permit  and  suffer  John  Cossens  to  receive  the  rents,  issues 
and  profits  of  the  premises  for  so  mamf  years  of  the  term  as 
should  expire  in  his  lifetime,  and,  from  and  after  the  decease 

Q4 
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1843.  of  John  Cossens  and  subject  to  the  mortgage*,  to  permit 

and  suffer  Margaret  Crofts,  the  intended  wife,  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  during  her  natural 
Q    '  life,  for  her  jointure,  and,  from  and  after  the  several 

deceases  of  John  Cossens  and  Margaret  his  intended 
vnxk  and  subject  as  aforesaid,  to  permit  and  suffer  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  John  Cossens  begotten  on  the  body 
of  Margaret,  his  intended  wife,  to  receive  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits  of  the  premises  for  so  many  years  of 
the  term  as  should  expire  in  the  life  or  lives  of  him,  her 
or  them  respectively,  and,  from  and  after  the  several 
deceases  of  John  Cossens  and  Margaret  his  intended 
wife,  and,  in  default  of  issue  of  the  body  of  John  Cossens 
and  Margaret  as  before  limited,  and  subject  as  afore- 
said, to  permit  and  suffer  William  Cossens,  his  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators,  to  receive  and  take  the 
rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  premises  for  all  the  residue 
of  the  term  as  should  be  then  to  come  and  unexpired. 

The  marriage  was  solemnized  soon  after  the  date  and 
execution  of  the  indenture,  and  there  was  issue  thereof 
three  children,  Barjew  Cossens,  who  was  the  eldest  son, 
Elizabeth  Cossens,  afterwards  Elizabeth  Green,  and  the 
Defendant  Henry  Cossens. 

John  Cossens  died  in  possession  of  the  premises  in 
1788.  Margaret  Cossens,  his  widow  and  executrix,  then 
entered  into  possession  of  them.  Barjew  Cossens,  the 
son,  died  in  1793,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  Elizabeth  Bart- 
lett,  widow,  his  only  child ;  and  she  took  out  letters  of 
administration  to  his  estate. 

Elizabeth  Green  died  intestate  in  1823,  leaving  John 
Green,  her  husband,  and  the  Defendants  Richard  and 
William  Green  her  only  childen,  her  surviving. 

♦  So  in  brief. 
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Margaret  Cossens  died  in  1827  :  John  Green  was  her 
executor. 

The  bill  alleged  that,  on  the  death  of  Margaret  Cos- 
sens,  the  Plaintiff  became  entitled  to  the  premises  as  heir 
of  the  body  of  her  father  begotten  on  the  body  of  her 
mother;  but  that  John  Oreen  got  into  possession  of  the 
premises,  and  continued  in  possession  until  his  death. 
He  died  in  1830 :  his  sons  Richard  and  William  were 
his  executors  and,  as  such,  the  personal  representatives 
of  John  and  Margaret  Cossens.  On  the  death  of  John 
Green  his  two  sons  entered  into  and  they  still  were  in 
possession  of  the  premises.  Some  time  after  Elizabeth 
Green*s  death,  letters  of  administration  to  her  effects 
were  granted  to  the  Defendant  Morgan. 
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The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that,  upon 
the  death  of  Margaret  Cossens,  the  Plaintiff  became 
entitled  to  the  premises /or  the  remainder  of  the  term  of 
2,000  yearSy  and  that  Richard  and  William  Green  might 
account  for  and  pay,  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  rents  of  the 
premises  which  they  and  their  father  had  received,  and 
might  deliver  up  to  her  the  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises. 


Henry  Cossens  submitted  whether,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  settlement,  he  was  entitled  to 
any  interest  in  the  premises  as  one  of  the  children  of 
John  and  Margaret  Cossens. 

Richard  and  William  Green  submitted  whether,  if  any 
person  or  persons  became  entitled  to  the  premises  under 
the  limitation,  in  the  settlement,  to  the  heirs  of  the  body 
of  John  Cossens,  they  became  entitled  thereto  for  any 
greater  estate  than  for  life  only ;  and  whether,  subject 
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O&XBM.  *  ^°  ^^^7>  the  following  questions  arising  on  the  settle- 

ment in  the  above  case,  were  submitted  to  an  eminent 
Counsel,  now  holding  a  high  judicial  office : — 

Whether  the  limitation,  in  the  settlement  of  1758,  upon 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  John  Cossens  and  Margaret 
his  wife,  in  trust  for  the  heirs  of  that  marriage,  is  good  or 
void.    If  void, 

Whether  the  estate  must  not  be  divided  according  to  ibe 
Statute  of  Distributions.    And  if  good, 

Whether  the  words,  *  hdrs  of  the  body'  &c.  must  be  taken 
Co  mean  children :  or 

Whether  the  heir  at  law  of  John  Cossens  (who  is  EUzabeth 
BariUtt)  is  entitled  to  the  whole. 

If  you  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  limitation  is  valid,  and 
means  children  of  the  marriage, 

Whether  the  estate  should  go  to  the  surviving  child,  Henry, 
solely,  or  to  him  and  the  representatives  of  Barjcw  and 
Elizabeth^  who  died  in  the  lifetime  of  their  mother  ? 

Opiviok. 

The  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body,  was  valid. 

But  it  is  difficult  for  Counsel  to  say  what  is  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  limitation.  According  to  the  principle  upon 
which  Peacock  v.  Spooner,  a  Vern.  195,  was  decided  in  The 
House  of  Lords,  followed  by  Dafforne  v.  Daffbrncj  2  Vern. 
362,  the  words, '  heirs  of  the  body,'  are  words  of  purchase : 
but  in  Webb  v.  Wehb,  1  P.  Wms.  132,  the  Court  escaped 
from  the  rule,  as  the  circumstances  were  not  precisely 
similar;  but  the  reasoning  of  the  Lord  Keeper  in  the  latter 
case,  was  erroneous ;  and  the  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords 
must  be  binding  until  reversed  there.  Here  too  the  inten- 
tion is  manifest  from  the  recital. 

In  general,  the  person  who  answers  the  description  of  heir 
of  the  body,  would  alone  take :  but,  upon  the  words  in  thi:} 
deed,  I  strongly  incline  to  think  that  all  the  children  would 
take  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  if  so,  the  whole  has  survived  to 
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Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  Rolt^  for  the  Plaintiff: 

We  contend,  first,  that  the  words, '  heirs  of  the  body,' 
are  to  be  considered  as  words  of  purchase  and  not  of 
limitation :  for  the  settled  property  was  not  real  estate, 
bat  a  term  of  years  ;  and,  if  it  had  been  real  estate,  the 
rule  in  Shelley^s  case  would  not  have  applied,  as  John 
Onsenswould  not  have  taken  an  estate  of  freehold,but  an 
mterest  for  years.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  in  this  case, 
about  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  deed ;  for  it 
was  a  marriage  settlement;  and,  moreover,  it  recites 
that  the  parties  had  agreed  that  the  property  should  be 
settled,  after  the  several  deceases  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage.  Therefore  the  Court 
cannot  apply  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case  (which  is  a  mere 
technical  rule),  without  defeating  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  not  only  as  it  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  nature 
of  the  instrument,  but  as  it  appears  on  the  face  of  it. 
TTie  cases  of  Peacock  v.  Spooner{a)  and  Daffome  v. 
Goodman  (b)  so  closely  resemble  the  present,  that  the 
Court  cannot  hold  that  the  words  '  heirs  of  the  body ' 
in  this  case,  are  words  of  limitation,  without  over-ruling 
those  two  cases,  the  former  of  which  was  decided  by 
the  House  of  Lords.  In  that  case  a  term  of  900  years 
was  assigned  in  trust  to  permit  the  husband  and  wife, 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  to  receive  the  profits  for  so 
many  years  as  they  or  the  survivor  of  them  should 
happen  to  live,  and,  after  their  deaths,  to  the  use  of 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  wife  by  the  husband  to  be 
begotten ;  and  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  the  term 

Henry,  He  is,  however,  I  apprehend,  under  the  words  of  the 
settlement,  entitled  for  life  only.  The  reversionary  interest, 
in  that  view,  belonged  to  the  father. 


1842. 
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Green. 


(ff)  2  Vem.  43  &  19.5.     S.C.  2  Freem.  114. 
(A)  2  Vern.  362;  and  s  Freem.  231. 
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184a,  did  not  vest  absolutely  in  the  wife,  who  survived  her 
husband,  but  that  the  heir  of  the  body  took  it  by 
purchase.  The  case  of  Daffome  v.  Goocbnan  was  as 
Grisn.  follows :  a  term  was  assigned  in  trust  to  permit  J.  to 
receive  the  profits  for  so  many  years  of  the  term  as 
he  should  live,  and,  after  his  death,  to  permit  A.,  his 
intended  wife,  to  receive  the  profits  for  so  many  years 
of  the  term  as  she  should  live,  and,  after  both  their 
deaths,  to  permit  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.  to  be 
b^otten  by  the  said  J.,  to  enjoy  the  lands  for  the 
residue  of  the  term :  and  the  Court  held  that  the  heir 
of  the  body  took  by  purchase.  Theebridge  v.  Kil- 
burn  (c) ;  Hodgson  v.  Bussey  (J) ;  Doe  v.  Laming  (e)« 

Secondly,  the  words,  *  heirs  of  the  body,*  though 
applied  to  personalty,  must  be  taken  in  their  correct 
and  legal  sense,  and  not  as  meaning  either  '  issue,'  or 
*  next  of  kin/    Mounsey  v.  Blamire  (/). 

Thirdly,  the  period  at  which  the  person  to  take  was 
to  be  ascertained,  was  the  death  of  Margaret  Cassens^ 
who  survived  her  husband  Jofm  Cossens. 

Lastly,  under  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body 
of  the  father  and  mother,  the  person  who  answered  the 
description  at  the  death  of  the  surviving  parent,  took 
an  absolute  interest,  and  not  an  interest  for  life  only. 
For,  first,  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
A.,  serves  a  double  purpose :  it  denotes  not  only  the 
person  to  take,  but  also  the  quantity  of  interest  that  he 
is  to  take.    MandeviUe'%  case(g);  James  v.  Bichardr 

(c)  2  Vez.  333.  passage  cited  from  14  Vin. 

(J)  2  Atk.  89.  Ab.  in  the  note  to  that  case. 

(e)  2  Burr.  iioo.  {g)  Co.  Litt.  26  b. 

(/)  4  Russ.  384,  and  the 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY.  225 


Bartlstt 


wn  (A).     And  the  words :  •'  for  so  many  years  as  shall  1 84a. 

expire  in  the  lifetime  of  him^  her  or  them/'  are  mere 
surplusage :  for  they  express  nothing  more  than  is 
contained  in  the  word  *  heirs/  namely,  that  heirs  to  the  Greek. 
remotest  degree,  shall  take  so  long  as  they  shall  be  in 
existence.  But  if  those  words  were  meant  to  restrain 
the  heirs  from  alienating  as  they  successively  come  into 
possession,  they  are  futile;  Doe  v.  SUnIake{i).  Se- 
condly, the  words :  ''  and  in  default  of  issue  as  before 
limited/'  refer  not  to  the  issue  of  John  and  Margaret 
Cossem,  but  to  the  immediately  preceding  limitation  to 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  John  and  Margaret,  that  is, 
to  the  issue  of  the  heirs  of  their  body ;  and,  therefore, 
those  words  add  strength  to  the  argument  founded  on 
the  previous  part  of  the  clause :  Clare  v.  CUtre  (k). 

Mn  Stuart  and  Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  Defendants 
Henry  Cossens  and  Morgan,  contended,  as  the  Plain- 
tiff's Counsel  had  done,  that  the  words,  '  heirs  of  the 
body '  must  be  taken  to  be  words  of  purchase  and  not 
of  limitation,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Peacock  v.  Spooner,  which  was  followed  in 
Daffome  v.  Goodman,  a  case  precisely  similar  to  the 
present :  that,  in  Webb  v.  Webb  (/),  Lord  Keeper  Har- 
eourt  could  not  over-rule,  nor,  indeed,  did  he  profess  to 
over-rule  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Peacock 
V.  Spooner  I  but  said  that  the  two  cases  differed,  from 
each  other,  in  several  material  circumstances:  that 
Mr.  Feame  was  of  opinion  that  Peacock  v.  Spooner 
must  be  followed:  ''in  cases  exactly  the  same,  in 
specie,  with  itself,  as  was  that  of  Daffome  v.  Goodman, 

(k)  Q  Lev.  332.  (k)  Ca.  Temp.  Talbot,  ai, 

(t)  la  East,  515,  (/)  1  P.W.  13a. 
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as  reported  by  Freeman  "  (m) :  and  the  case  now  be- 
fore the  Court,  was  the  same,  in  specie,  as  Dqfforne 
V.  Goodman. 

They  then  argued,  from  the  recital  in  the  settlement, 
and  from  the  words  in  the  operative  part :  **  for  so  many 
years  of  the  term  as  shall  expire  in  the  life  or  lives  of 
him,  her  or  them/'  that  the  words :  ''  heirs  of  the  body/' 
meant  the  children  of  the  marriage,  and  that  they  must 
take  as  joint-tenants  for  life;  and  that  there  was  a  re- 
sulting trust,  as  to  the  reversionary  interest  in  the  term, 
for  Johpi  Cassens ;  and,  as  it  did  not  pass  by  his  will, 
that  his  next  of  kin  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distri- 
butions, were  entitled  to  it. 


Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Frior  appeared  for  William  and 
Richard  Green :  but— 


The  Vice-Chancklloe,  without  hearing  them, 
said  : 

The  question  is  whether  there  is  any  distinction 
between  this  case  and  Webb  v.  Webb :  and,  I  confess 
that  I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  distinguished  fix>m  that 
case,  except  by  saying  that  the  limitation  in  trust 
to  permit  and  suffer  John  Cossens  to  receive  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits  of  the  premises  for  so  many  years 
of  the  term  as  should  expire  in  his  lifetime,  is  not  equi- 
valent  to  a  limitation  to  him  for  life.  But  it  is  plain 
that,  in  Peacock  v.  Spooner,  the  limitation  in  trust 
to  permit  the  husband  and  wife,  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  to  receive  the  profits  for  so  many  years  as  they, 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  should  happen  to  live,  was 

(m)  Ex.  Dev."493,  Gth  edit. 
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considered,  by  all  the  learned  persons  who  had  to 
decide  upon  that  case,  as  a  limitation  to  the  husband  and 
wife  for  their  lives  and  to  the  survivor  of  them  for  his 
or  her  life.  And  Lord  Harcourt,  in  observing  upon  that 
case  in  his  judgment  in  Webb  v.  Webb,  does  not  notice, 
as  one  of  the  circumstances  in  which  it  differed  from 
Peacock  V.  Spoaner,  that  the  words,  in  the  latter  case, 
did  not  give  a  life  estate  to  the  husband  and  wife  :  but 
be  takes  it  for  granted  that  the  words  in  that  case,  and 
also  in  Daffome  v.  Goodman  *,  were  equivalent  to  a 
limitation  for  life.  Therefore,  he,  in  effect,  over-ruled 
the  authority  of  those  cases. 
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Mr.  Feame,  speaking  of  the  case  of  Webb  v.  Webb, 
says :  **  This  last  case  appears  to  have  been  the  ruling 
authority  ever  since,  in  cases  of  the  like  nature ;  and 
that  of  Peacock  v.  Spooner,  it  seems,  is  only  attended  to 
in  cases  exactly  the  same  in  specie,  with  itself,  as  was 
Daffome  v.  Goodman,  as  reported  by  Freeman.^^ 

It  is  a  singular  circumstance  that  the  settlement, 
which  is  a  piece  of  great  nonsense,  begins  with  reciting 
that  Barjew  Cossens  died  seised  of  the  estate,  and  then 
treats  it,  in  substance,  as  a  freehold  estate,  and  as 
passing  by  a  freehold  conveyance.  But,  after  the  deci- 
sion in  Webb  v.  Webb,  I  must  look  at  the  limitations  of 
the  settlement ;  and  as  I  find  that  it  contains  a  limita- 
tion which,  in  effect,  is  a  limitation  to  the  husband  for 
life,  I  must  hold  that,  under  that  limitation,  the  term 
vested  in  the  husband  absolutely. 

Bill  dismissed  with  costs f. 


♦  Lord  Harcotart  docs  not  notice  Daffome  v.  Goodman. 
f  Tlie  decree  has  been  appealed  from. 
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1842:  HEMINGWAY  v.  FERNANDES. 

12th  Nov. 

5th  Dec.  -t>Y  an  indenture,  dated  the  26th  of  July  1833,  and 
*        ""        '     made  between  John  Hatfield,  esq.  of  the  one  part,  and 

Covenant.  j  q.  Harter  and  Wmiam  Harter  of  the  other  part, 
and  Assignee.     Hatfield  demised  to  J.  C.  Harter  and  WiUiam  Harter, 

their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  all  that 

of  land  b^e  ^^^9  seam,  vein  or  bed  of  coal,  called  the  Stanley  Main 
township  of  S*,  bed,  and  all  such  other  beds  or  seams  of  coals  as  should 
entered  into  ]^  found  or  passed  through  in  sinking  to,  working  and 
agreement  with  g^^^i^g  ^^^  ^^  Stanley  Main  coal,  within  or  under  the 
JB.,  the  lessee  of  several  closes  or  parcels  of  land  or  ground  therein  men- 
coul^^by""^  tioned,  situate  in  the  township  of  Stanky-cum-Wra^ 
which  he  thorpe,  in  the  parish  of  Wakefield  and  county  of  York, 

agreed  to  grant  ^^^  ^^g  usual  powers  for  enabling  the  lessees,  their 
toB.aleaseof  ^  j    •  •  ^^  j       T^    ^       ^      j       j. 

part  of  the  land  executors,  admmistrators  and  assigns,  to  get  and  work 

n>r  the  purpose  the  demised  beds,  veins  or  seams  of  coal :  To  bold  the 
of  forming  a  ^^^^xne  premises  unto  the  lessees,  their  executors,  admi- 
conveyance  of  nistrators  and  assigns,  from  the  day  next  before  the  day 
coal  to  certain  of  the  date  of  the  indenture,  under  the  rents  and  cove- 
for  himself  his'  ^^^^  thereby  and  therein  reserved  and  contained :  and 
executors,  ad-  the  lessees,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
mmistrators  ^^^  empowered,  with  HatfieLTs  consent,  to  work  and 
agreed  with  A.,  get  the  Stanley  Main  bed  lying  under  any  lands  in 
his  heirs  and  Stanley,  not  the  property  of  Hatfield,  and  not  comprised 
veyfupon  the""  ^^  ^®  indenture  ;  by  means  of  any  of  the  works  to  be 
railway,  all  the 

coal  to  be  gotten  from  the  colliery  o^  from  any  other  lands  or 
grounds  in  the  towuship,  and  to  pay  to  A.y  his  heirs  and  assigns,  two 
pence  for  every  ton  of  coal  so  conveyed.  B,  assigned  his  interest  in 
the  colliery  and  in  the  lands  taken,  under  the  articles  of  agreement, 
for  forming  the  railway,  together  with  the  use  of  the  railway,  to  C. 
Held  that  the  agreement  to  convey,  upon  the  railway,  all  the 
coal  &c.,  and  to  pay  two  pence  per  ton  in  respect  of  it,  ran  with 
the  land,  and,  consequently,  that  it  was  binding  on  C 
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made  or  used  under  the  authority  of  the  indenture,  on  1842. 

payment  of  a  certain  acreage  rent  in  addition  to  the 

rent  thereby  reserved  in  respect  of  the  coal  lying  under 

Hatfield's  lands.  FernIndes. 

By  articles  of  agreement  dated  the  27th  of  July  1833, 
and  made  between  John  Lee  and  the  Plaintiff  of  the 
one  part,  and  J.  C.  Harter  and  W.  Barter  of  the  other 
part,  after  reciting  that  the  Harters  were  the  lessees  of 
the  mines,  beds  or  seams  of  coal  within  and  under  cer- 
tain closes,  lands  and  grounds,  belonging  to  Hatfield, 
situate  at  or  near  Stanley-lane-end,  in  the  township 
of  Stanley-cum-n^renthorpe,  in  the  parish  of  Wakefield 
and  county  of  York,  which  mines  &c.  they  were  about 
to  win  and  work  ;  and  being  desirous  to  lay  a  railway 
from  the  said  intended  colliery,  to  communicate  with 
the  Lake  Lock  Railway  at  or  near  to  Bottom  Boat,  in  the 
said  township,  had  requested  Lee  and  the  Plaintiff  to 
grant  them  a  lease  of  the  lands  and  grounds  thereinafter 
mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  making  such  railway,  and 
the  use  of  a  convenient  staith  or  wharf  at  Bottom  Boat, 
for  the  shipping  of  coals  from  the  said  colliery,  or  from 
any  other  lands  or  grounds  in  the  township,  or  for  the 
conveyance  of  merchandize  or  other  articles  (except 
limestone)  to  be  used  for  the  works  of  the  colliery : 
Lee  and  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  let,  and  the  Harters 
agreed  to  take,  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  such  parts  of  the  closes,  lands,  wharfs  and 
grounds,  in  the  township,  thereinafter  described, as  should 
be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  railway; 
together  with  full  and  free  liberty,  power  and  authority 
for  the  Harters,  their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
to  make  such  railway,  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned, 
upon  and  over  the  said  lands,  wharfs,  and  grounds,  for 
the  carriage  and  conveyance  of  all  such  coal  as  should, 
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at  any  time  during  the  term,  be  worked,  wrought  or 
gotten  by  the  Harters,  their  executors,  administrators 
or  assigns,  in  or  from  the  said  colliery,  or  in  or  from  any 
other  lands  or  grounds  iu  the  township,  and  for  the 
conveyance  of  lime,  coke,  wood  and  such  other  mer- 
chandize, except  limestone,  as  the  Harters  might  find 
necessary  for  the  use  of  the  colliery,  or  for  the  con- 
Teyance  of  other  articles,  except  limestone,  to  be  so 
used  by  the  Harters  at  or  about  the  said  colliery; 
saving,  nevertheless,  and  reserving  to  Lee  and  the 
Plaintiff,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  tenants,  agents,  ser- 
vants, workmen  and  others  by  their  authority,  the 
right  of  crossing  the  intended  railway  either  with  or 
virithout  cattle,  carts  or  carriages,  or  for  the  purpose 
of  making  any  drain,  watercourse,  culvert  or  road,  or 
for  any  other  purpose  whatsoever,  when,  where  and  so 
often  as  they  should  find  it  necessary  or  think  proper ; 
and  also  saving  and  reserving,  to  Lee  and  the  Plaintiff, 
their  respective  heirs  and  assigns,  the  right  to  use  the 
railway  for  the  carriage  and  conveyance  of  coal,  mine- 
rals, merchandize  or  other  articles  (provided  such  pri- 
vilege did  not  unnecessarily  interrupt  or  interfere  with 
the  free  use  and  passage  of  such  coal,  coke,  wood  and 
other  merchandize,  except  limestone,  from  the  said  col- 
liery of  the  Harters),  on  payment,  to  the  lessees,  of  such 
and  the  same  charges,  and  subject  to  such  and  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  as  such  articles  were  then  or 
should  thereafter,  from  time  to  time,  be  carried  and 
conveyed  upon  the  Lake  Lock  Railway;  and,  for  that 
purpose,  to  connect  any  other  railway  with  the  railway 
thereby  agreed  to  be  made :  and  also  the  like  liberty 
and  privilege  for  the  Harters,  their  executors,  admi- 
nistrators or  assigns,  to  make  and  use  two  wharfs  or 
staiths  adjoining  each  other,  not  exceeding  138  feet 
in  width  in  the  whole,  upon  such  part  of  the  lands  of 
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Lee  and  tlie  Plaintiff,  on  the  south  aide  of  the  lock 
adjoining  the  river  Calder  at  Bottom  Boat  aforesaid^  as 
should  be  thereafter  pomted  out  by  Lee  and  the  Plain- 
tiffy  their  heirs  or  assigns,  for  the  purpose  of  delivering 
8uch  coal  into  or  on  board  of  boats,  barges  or  other 
vessels  at  that  point :  all  which  lands,  grounds  and  pri- 
vileges thereby  agreed  to  be  demised,  should  be  held 
subject  to  the  yearly  rent  of  6/«  6«.,  to  be  paid  by  the 
Harters,  their  executors  or  administrators,  to  Lee  and 
the  Plaintiff,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  for  every  acre  of 
land  which  the  Harters,  their  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, should  take  or  use  for  making  the   intended 
railway ;  and  the  Barters,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors or  assigns,  also  paying,  to  Lee  and  the  Plaintiff, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  such  further  rent  or  sum,  not 
exceeding  2  d.,  for  every  ton  of  coal  which  should  be 
gotten  or  worked  in  or  from  the  colliery,  or  in  or  from 
any  other  lands  or  grounds  in  the  said  township,  and 
which  should  be  conveyed  upon  the  intended  railway  or 
any  part  thereof,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  there- 
inafter contained  on   the  part  of  the  Harters,  their 
executors  and  administrators  or  assigns,  as  the  lessors, 
their  heirs  or  assigns,  then  received  or  should,  from 
time  to  time  thereafter,  receive  from  any  other  person 
or  persons  for  the  like  privilege  of  making  or  using 
wharfs  or  staiths  at  Bottom  Boat  aforesaid :  Provided 
that  if  all  the  mines,  beds  or  seams  of  coal  demised  to  the 
Harters  as  aforesaid,  or  in  such  other  lands  or  grounds  as 
aforesaid,  should  be  wholly  got  and  wrought  before  the 
expiration  of  the  term  of  21  years,  then  the  term  and  the 
rent  of  6  /.  6s.  per  acre  should  cease.   And  the  Harters, 
for  themselves,  their  executors,  administrators  and  as-* 
signs,  agreed,  with  Lee  and  the  Plaintiff,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  that  they,  their  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  would,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  January 
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1835|  complete  the  railway;  and  that,  after  the  same 
should  have  been  completed,  ihey^  their  executors^  admi" 
nistrators  and  assigns,  would,  at  all  times  during  the 
term,  carry  and  convey  all  such  part  of  the  coal  worked 
or  gotten  at  or  from  the  said  colliery,  or  in  or  from  any 
such  other  lands  and  grounds  as  aforesaid,  as  should  be 
intended  to  be  shipped  or  for  water-sale,  upon  the  scad 
railway,  to  the  said  delivery  staith  or  wharf,  or  staiths 
or  wharfs  at  Bottom  Boat  aforesaid,  or  to  some  other 
staith  or  wharf  upon  the  land  and  grounds  of  Lee  and  the 
Plaintiff,  their  respective  heirs  or  assigns,  and  also  would, 
from  time  to  time  during  the  said  term,  pay,  to  Lee  and 
the  Plaintiff,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  several  rents  or 
payments  thereinbefore  reserved,  at  the  days  appointed 
for  the  payment  thereof:  and  also  that  the  Barters, 
their  ex  ecu  tors,  administrators  or  assigns,  would,  imrne^ 
diately  after  the  railway  should  have  been  made,  make 
and  afterwards  maintain  fences  on  both  sides  thereof, 
so  as  to  prevent  trespasses  on  the  adjoining  lands  and 
grounds;  and  would  also  erect  and  continue  gates  at 
so  many  crossings  over  the  railway  as  might  be  neces- 
sary for  the  convenient  occupation  of  the  lands  and 
grounds,  wharfs  or  buildings  adjoining  or  near  thereto; 
and  also  would,  before  the  expiration  or  other  determi- 
nation of  the  term,  or  within  six  months  then  next  fol- 
lowing, remove  the  railway  and  the  iron  and  other  rails 
and  materials  thereof,  and  dig,  trench  and  level  the  land 
over  which  the  same  should  have  been  made,  and  leave 
all  such  land  in  the  same  order  and  condition  as  it  was 
at  the  date  of  the  agreement :  Provided  that  in  case  the 
Lake  Lock  Railroad  should  be  discontinued  from  the  said 
junction  with  the  intended  railway,  or  if  the  Barters, 
their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  should  be  de- 
sirous, at  their  own  expense,  to  make  any  other  staith 
or  wharf  adjoining  the  river  Calder,  in  any  other  part  of 
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the  estate  of  Lee  and  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  township, 
westward  of  a  point  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  to  be 
used  either  along  with  or  in  lieu  of  the  staith  or  wharf 
thereby  agreed  to  be  made  or  used  at  Bottom  Boat, 
they  should  be  at  liberty  so  to  do,  and  to  make  any 
diversion  in  the  line  of  the  intended  railway,  that  might 
be  necessary  to  connect  the  same  with  such  new  staith 
or  wharf;  but  on  condition  that  so  much  of  the  intended 
railway  as  might  become  useless  in  consequence  of  such 
diversion,  should  be  removed,  and  the  land  on  which 
the  same  should  have  been  made,  should  be  levelled 
and  trenched  in  the  manner  before  mentioned ;  and  also 
that  such  new  staith  or  wharf  or  diversion  should  be 
under  and  subject  to  the  same  rents,  payments,  terms, 
conditions  and  agreements  as  were  thereinbefore  re- 
served  and  contained:  Provided  also  that  if,  at  any 
time  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  21  years,  the 
mines,  beds  or  seams  of  coal  belonging  to  Hatfield,  and 
demised  to  the  Barters,  or  in  such  other  lands  or  grounds 
as  aforesaid,  should  have  been  wholly  wrought  or  gotten, 
or  if  a  quantity  to  the  extent  of  5,000  tons  in  any  one 
year  of  the  term,  should  not  be  actually  carried  upon 
the  intended  railway,  or  the  sum  of  two  pence  per  ton  as 
and  for  rent  of  5,000  tons,  should  not  be  paid  by  the 
Harters,  their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  in 
any  one  year  of  the  term,  then  Lee  and  the  Plaintiff 
and  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns  might,  by  notice 
in  writing,  to  be  delivered  to  the  Barters,  their  execu- 
tors, administrators  or  assigns,  or  left  at  their  usual 
places  of  abode,  put  an  end  to  the  articles  of  agreement 
and  the  lease  to  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  at  the 
expiration  of  twelve  months  next  after  the  Barters, 
their  executors  or  administrators,  should,  for  the  reasons 
thereinbefore  mentioned  or  either  of  them,  cease  to 
carry  the  quantities  of  coals  last  thereinbefore  men- 

R  3 


1843. 
»  -• 

Uemingwat 

FcaMANDKS* 


2a4 


CASES   IN    CHANCERY. 


1849. 

—  V— 


Hemiiiowat 

F£R1IAMD£S. 


tioned,  upoa  the  intended  railway,  or  to  pay  the  rent 
of  two  pence  per  ton  thereon  in  any  one  year;  and,  that 
after  the  expiration  of  the  twelve  months  from  the  deli- 
very of  such  notice,  the  Hariers,  their  executors  or  admi- 
nistrators, should  remove  the  railway  and  other  works 
thereby  agreed  to  be  made,  and  deliver  up  the  posses- 
sion of  the  lands  and  grounds  thereby  agreed  to  be  let, 
in  such  and  the  same  manner,  in  every  respect,  as  they 
had  thereinbefore  agreed  to  do  at  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  21  years :  And,  lastly,  it  was  agreed  between  the 
parties  that  a  lease  and  counterpart  of  the  way-leave, 
wharf,  and  privileges  thereby  agreed  to  be  let,  made 
and  used,  should  be  immediately  prepared  and  executed 
according  to  the  terms  and  conditions  thereinbefore  ex- 
pressed, and  with  such  other  clauses  and  stipulations  as 
were  usual  in  such  leases,  and  necessary  to  carry  the 
agreement  and  the  intentions  of  the  parties  into  effect. 

Soon  after  the  date  of  the  articles  of  agreement,  the 
Harters  began  to  work  the  colliery,  and  entered  upon 
the  lands,  grounds  and  wharfs  or  staiths  therein  men- 
tioned, and  laid  down  the  railway  thereon.  In  Sep- 
tember 1034,  Lee  sold  and  conveyed  his  moiety  of  the 
lands  &c.  to  the  Plaintiff. 

In  1B36  the  Harters  assigned  their  interest  in  the 
colliery  and  in  the  lands  Sec,  together  with  the  use  of 
the  railway,  to  the  Defendants,  their  executors  and 
administrators ;  and  the  Defendants  covenanted,  with 
the  Harters,  their  executors  and  administrators,  to  pay 
the  rents  and  sums  of  money  reserved  by  the  lease  of 
the  colliery  and  by  the  articles  of  agreement,  and  to 
perform  the  covenants  and  agreements  therein  con- 
tained respectively.  On  the  1st  of  November  1836, 
the  Defendants  began  to  work  the  colliery,  and  to  use 
the  railway  and  the  wharfs  or  staiths  mentioned  in  tie 
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articles  of  agreement  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned,  1 842. 

and  they  continued  so  to  do  and  to  make  the  payments  ' 

reserved  by  the  articles,  to  the  Plaintiff,  until  the  end     Hemingway 

of  1839.  «       ''^ 

Fbrnandes. 

The  bill,  after  stating  as  above,  alleged  that,  since  the 
81st  of  December  1839,  the  Defendants   had   conti- 
nued to  work  the  Hatfield  colliery  and  other  mines  and 
beds  or  seams  of  coal  in  the  township  of  Stanky-cum* 
Wrenihifrpe,  which  were  granted  or  leased  to  them,  by 
different  persons,  in  1837,  and  which,  together  with  the 
Hatfield  colliery,  were  called  the  yictoria  collieries  :  but, 
instead  of  exclusively  using,  as  by  the  articles  of  agree- 
ment they  were  bound  to  do,  the  railway  and  wharfs  or 
staiths  so  laid  down  and  constructed  as  aforesaid  on 
^he  lands  and  grounds  of  the  Plaintiff,  they,  in  breach 
of  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  articles,  had  made 
Qi  partial  use  only  of  the  said  railway  and  wharfs  or 
staiths,  and  had  transported,  for  the  purpose  of  ship- 
ment or  water-sale,  large  quantities  of  coal  obtained  from 
^e    Victoria  collieries,  by  another  railway  and  by  a 
totally  different  line  or  route,  to  other  staiths  on  the 
river  Colder  at  or  near  to  Stanley  Ferry  in  the  town- 
ship, and  that  they,  thereby,  sought  to  evade  the  pay- 
ment of  the  dues  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  at 
the  rate  of  two  pence  per  ton  in  respect  of  all  coals 
intended  to  be  shipped  or  for  water-sale,  obtained  from 
the   Hatfield  colliery,    or  any  other  mines,  beds  or 
seams  of  coal  within  the  township. 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  articles  of 
agreement  entered  into  by  the  Messrs.  Harter,  and  to 
call  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  same  from  the 
Defendants ;  and  that  the  Defendants  might  be  ordered 
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84  a.  to  specifically  perform  the  same,  and  to  execute  the 
counterpart  of  a  proper  lease  of  such  part  of  the  closes, 
lands,  wharfs  and  grounds*  described  in  the  articles, 
Ferkandes  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  appropriated  to  or  might  be  necessary  or 
desirable  for  the  purposes  in  the  articles  mentioned; 
the  Plaintiff  being  ready  and  willing  to  execute  such 
lease,  to  the  Defendants,  of  the  said  premises,  as 
should  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  the  articles 
into  effect :  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  coals 
which  had  been  gotten,  by  the  Defendants,  from  the 
Victoria  collieries,  and  all  other  collieries,  mines  and 
beds  or  seams  of  coal  within  the  township  of  Stanley- 
cum'Wrenthorpe,dJid  transported  by  them  to  the  water- 
side, or  delivered  by  them  to  be  shipped  or  for  water 
sale,  and  of  what  was  due,  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  respect 
thereof,  and  that  the  same  might  be  paid,  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, by  the  Defendants  :  and  that,  in  the  meantime,  the 
Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  transporting,  for 
the  purpose  of  shipment  or  water-sale,  any  coals  ob- 
tained from  the  Victoria  collieries,  or  from  any  other 
collieries  or  mines  and  beds  of  coal  in  the  township  of 
Stanley-cum-lfrenthorpe,  to  any  other  staiths  or  wharfs 
or  other  places  on  the  water-side,  or  by  any  other  line 
of  railway  or  other  means  of  transit,  than  to  such  staiths 
and  by  such  railway  as  were  intended  by  the  articles  of 
agreement. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  the  covenant  in  the  articles  of  agreement, 
on  the  part  of  the  Messrs.  Harter,  their  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  to  carry  all  such  coal  gotten 
from  the  Hatfield  colliery,  or  from  any  other  lands 
or  grouiKls  in  the  township  of  StaHley-cumrWrenthorpe^ 
as  should  be  intended  to  be  shipped  or  for  water-sale, 
upon  the  railway  therein  mentioned,  and  to  pay  to  1m 
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and   the    Piaintifl;   the  rents  and   payments  thereby  1842 

reserved,  was  a  covenant  that  ran  with  the  land,  and, 

therefore,  bound  the  Derendants  as  the  assigns  of  the 

Harters.     Vyvyan  v.  Arthur  (a) ;  Spencer's  case  (6).         Febnandes. 

The  SolicUor-geueral^  Mr.  Stuart,  and  Mr.  Follett 

for  the  Defendants,  said  that  the  word,  ^  assigns,'  in 

the  covenant  referred  to,  meant  *  assigns  of  the  colliery,' 

and  that  it  was  plain,  from  the  recitals  and  the  general 

tenor  of  the  articles  of  agreement,  that  the  Harters, 

their  executors  &c.,   were    bound   to  carry,    on  the 

railway,  such  coals  only  as  should  be  raised  from  the 

Hatfield  colliery:  that  the  Harters  might  have  assigned 

the  colliery  and  kept  the  railway ;  or  they  might  have 

assigned  the  railway  to  one  person,  and  the  colliery 

to  another ;  and  then,  supposing  the  argument  for  the 

Plaintiff  to  be  coiTCCt,  the  landlord  would  lose  the  two 

pence  per  ton ;  for  the  assignee  of  the  railway  would 

have  no  coals  to  carry  upon  it 

Secondly,  that  if  the  word,  *  assigns,'  meant  'assigns 
of  the  railway,'  the  covenant  was  not  of  such  a  nature 
^8  to  run  with  the  land ;  as  it  was  not  a  covenant  to  do 
anything  upon  the  land  or  actually  affecting  it ;  but  to 
<3o  something  that  was  merely  collateral  to  the  land, 
that  is,  to  carry  coals  over  it.  I'he  Mayor  of  Con- 
^kian  v.  Patttson(c)y  and  the  observations  of  Lord 
Mrougham,  C,  on  Vyvyan  v.  Arthur,  in  Keppell  v. 
Maileyid). 

Thirdly^that  the  covenant  was  so  harsh  and  injurious 
to  the  interest  of  the  Defendants,  that  the  Court  ought 
not  to  enforce  it.     Rimberley  v.  Jennings  (e). 

(fl)  I  Bam.  &  Cres.  410.  (</)  2  Myl.  &  Keen,  541. 

(6)  5  Rep.  31  b.  (<?)  Ante,  Vol.  VI.  p.  340. 

(c)  10  East,  130. 
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Fourthly,  that  the  bill  could  not  to  be  sustained, 
because  it  sought  to  make  the  Defendants  take  a  lease, 
and  not  an  assignment,  of  the  lands  and  grounds  men- 
tioned in  the  articles ;  so  that  they  would  be  liable 
in  respect  of  the  covenants  in  the  lease  during  the  whole 
of  the  term,  and  not  so  long  only  as  they  should  hold 
the  demised  premises :  that,  at  all  events,  the  Harten 
ought  to  have  been  made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  the  bill 
ought  to  have  prayed  that  they  might  be  decreed  to  take 
the  lease,  and  aderwards  to  assign  it  to  the  Defendants, 

The  Vice-Chancellob  : 

In  this  case  the  substantial  question  is,  whether  that 
covenant  which  relates  to  the  mode  of  carrying  the  coal, 
which  was  to  be  obtained  from  the  other  collieries  than 
those  which  were  originally  demised  by  Mr.  Hatfield* ^ 
is  to  be  binding  on  the  assignees  or  not. 

It  is  observable  that,  on  the  26th  of  July  1833,  the 
demise  was  made,  by  Mr.  Hatfield^  to  Messrs.  Harter, 
of  certain  mines,  seams  or  beds  of  coal  under  certain 
specified  closes  of  land,  all  of  which  are  described  by 
their  names  and  their  quantities;  and  then  powers 
are  given  to  erect  works  of  various  descriptions  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  coal  under  those  lands  ;  and 
then  there  was  a  proviso,  contained  in  that  instrument, 
that  if  the  Harters,  their  executors,  administrators 
or  assigns,  should,  with  the  consent  of  Hatfield,  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  work  and  get  the  mines  or  seams 
of  coal,  called  the  Stanley  Main  Bed,  lying  in  and 
under  the  lands  and  grounds  in  Stanley  aforesaid,  not 
the  property  of  Hatfield  and  not  comprised  in  that 
demise,  by  means  of  any  of  the  works  to  be  made  or 
used  by  or  under  the  authority  of  or  power  contained  iu 

*  TIic  covenant  included  the  coal  got  from  Ilatfiel4f» 
collieries. 
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that  instramenty  then  they  should  pay  a  certain  sum  for 
every  acre  of  such  coal  so  got.    That  instrument  having 
been  made  on  the  26th  of  July,  the  instrument  in  ques- 
tion, which  is  in  the  form  of  articles  of  agreement,  was 
made  between  Messrs.  Lee  and  Hemingway  of  the  one 
part,  and  Messrs.  Harier,  the  lessees  of  Mr.  Hatfield, 
of  the  other  part.    It  recited  that  the  Harters  were  the 
lessees  of  certain  mines,  beds  or  seams  of  coal  within 
and  under  certain  closes,  lands  and  grounds  belonging 
to  Mr.  Hatfield,  and  which  mines,   beds  and  seams 
of  coal  they  were  about  to  win  and  work ;  and  that, 
beiDg  desirous  to  lay  a  railway  from  the  intended  col- 
liery (that  is,  the  colliery  which  was  to  be  worked 
under  the  demise  made  by  Hatfield),  to  communicate 
with  the  Lake  Lock  Railroad,  at  or  near  Bottom  Boat, 
they  had  applied  to  and  requested  Lee  and  Hemingway 
to  grant  them  a  lease  of  the  lands  and  grounds  therein- 
after mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  making  such  railway, 
and  the  use  of  a  convenient  staith  or  wharf  for  the  ship- 
ping of  coals  from  the  said  colliery  or  from  any  other 
lands  or  grounds  in  the  township  oi  Stanley-cum-Wren^ 
Awyc,  or  for  the  conveyance  of  merchandize  to  be  used 
fi>r  the  works  of  tlie  colliery.    Now  here  there  is  a  tacit 
reference  to  that  which  appears  on  the  lease  from  Hat* 
Md  to  the  Harters,  namely,  not  only  were  Hatfield*a 
0^  demised,  but  also  reference  was  made  to  an  addi- 
'tooal  rent  in  the  event  of  the  works  on  the  Hatfield 
^liery,  being  applied  in  the  winning  of  other  coal  than 
Aat  which  had  been  actually  demised.    Then  the  arti- 
^  witness : — "  that,  for  the  considerations  hereinafter 
'''^tioned,  Lee  and  Hemingway  have  agreed  to  demise, 
^  the  Harters,  who  have  agreed  and  do  hereby  agree  to 
^e,  for  the  term  of  21  years,  so  much  and  such  parts 
of  the  closes,  lands,  &c.  and  also  full  and  free  liberty, 
power  and  authority  for  them,  the  Harters,  their  execu- 
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tors,  administrators  and  assigns,  to  make,  lay  and  place 
such  waggon  railway."  Now  of  what  were  the  assigns 
here  spoken  of,  to  be  assigns  ?  It  seems  to  me  that, 
before  we  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  covenant,  a 
necessary  inference  is  here  afforded  us  as  to  what  was 
the  meaning  of  the  term  '  assigns/  in  the  description 
which  is  used  of  the  parties  who  were  to  take  the 
liberty. 


In  going  through  this  instrument,  it  will  be  found 
that  the  expression :  **  their  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns/'  is  used  no  less  than  thirteen  times :  and 
though  I  admit  that  the  term  *  assigns'  may,  in  some 
of  those  instances,  mean  not  merely  the  assigns  of  the 
premises  demised  by  Lee  and  Hemingway,  but  also  the 
assigns  of  the  colliery  or  of  the  other  lands  (which  it 
necessarily  does)  yet  the  fact  that  it  may  mean  and 
include  them  as  assigns  in  that  character,  is  not  exclusire 
of  the  word,  '  assigns'  necessarily  bearing  the  mean- 
ing,  the  additional  and  the  original  meaning,  of  assigns 
of  the  premises  demised  by  Lee  and  Hemingway. 

Now  this  phrase  is  used,  sereral  times,  before  the 
covenant  is  introduced.  The  instrument  then  proceeds 
thus :  **  for  them,  their  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  to  lay  and  place  such  waggon  railway  for  the 
carriage  and  conveyance  of  coals,  during  the  term,  to 
be  worked,  wrought  or  gotten  by  them,  their  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  in  or  from  the  said  colliery,  or 
in  or  from  any  other  lands/'  Now  there  is  an  instance 
in  which  the  word  '  assigns'  would  seem  to  refer  to 
their  being  the  assigns  of  the  colliery  or  of  the  other 
lands ;  but,  of  necessity,  they  are  the  same  assigns  as 
are  before  spoken  of:  and,  where  they  are  spoken  of  in 
the  first  place,  they  are,  of  necessity,  the  assigns  of  the 
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Then  there  is  a  saving  clause ;  and  then  come  these     p  „v, 

..  rERNANDBS. 

words :  *'  and  also  the  like  liberty  and  privilege  Tor 
them,  the  Barters,  their  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  to  make  two  wharfs/'  on  which  the  same  obser- 
vation arises.  Then  the  instrument  says :  *'  all  which 
lands,  grounds  and  privileges  hereby  agreed  to  be 
demised,  shall  be  held  at,  under  and  subject  to  the  clear 
yearly  rent  of  6/.  6«.,  to  be  paid  by  the  Barters,  their 
executors  or  administrators."  There  the  word, '  assigns,' 
is  left  out.  That  was  evidently  a  mere  error ;  but  it 
does  not  at  all  affect  the  meaning  which  the  word, 
'  assigns'  had  previously  received.  Then  it  goes  on: 
"  For  every  acre  of  land  which  they,  the  said  James 
Collier  Harter  and  William  Harter,  their  executors  or 
administrators,  shall  take  and  use  for  the  making  of  the 
intended  railway  ;  and  the  said  IJarters,  their  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  also  paying  to  Lee  and  Hem" 
ingway,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  such  further  rent  or 
sum,  not-exceeding  two  pence  per  ton  &c."  Then  there 
follows  a  proviso  that,  if  the  mines  shall  be  worked  out 
before  the  end  of  the  21  years,  the  lease  shall  terminate. 
Then  comes  the  covenant  on  which  the  question  arises. 

Now  it  appears  to  me  to  be  irresistibly  clear  that,  in 
the  previous  part  of  the  instrument,  the  term, '  assigns ' 
most  mean  assigns  of  the  thing  demised.  Then  the 
question  is  whether  it  is  altered  by  what  follows  :  '*  and 
the  Hariers,  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  do,  hereby, 
for  themselves,  their  executors,  administrators  and  as- 
signs, undertake  and  agree,  with  Lee  and  Hemingway^ 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say, 
that  they,  the  Barters,  their  executors,  administrators 


242 


1843. 


Hemingway 


FbRH  ANDES. 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

and  assigns,  shall  and  will,  on  or  before  the  Ist  day 
of  January  1835,  complete  the  railway  and  afterwards 
maintain  the  same."  Can  any  human  being  doubt 
what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  '  assigns/  in  that 
place :  ''  and  that,  after  the  same  shall  have  been  so 
made  and  completed,  they,  the  Barters,  their  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  shall  and  will,  from  time  to 
time  and  at  all  times  during  the  term,  carry  and  convey 
all  such  part  of  the  coal  worked  or  gotten  at  or  from 
the  said  colliery,  or  in  or  from  any  such  other  lands  or 
grounds  as  aforesaid,  as  shall  be  intended  to  be  shipped 
or  for  water-sale,  on  the  railroad,  to  the  delivery  staith," 
and  so  on. 


The  same  phrase  :  ''  executors,  administrators  or  as- 
signs," occurs  four  times  afterwards ;  and,  in  my  opinion, 
there  is  not  any  doubt  at  all  about  the  question*  I  do 
not  see  how  a  question  can  be  fairly  raised  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  words ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
case  does,  expressly,  fall  within  the  second  resolution  in 
Spencer*s  case. 


Then  it  has  been  said  that  this  is  a  harsh  covenant: 
but  it  is  no  such  thing.  The  agreement  was  made  in 
1833,  and  was  acted  upon,  without  the  least  reluctanoe, 
by  the  original  lessees  until  the  year  1836,  when  the 
Messrs.  IJarters  assigned  their  interest  to  the  Defendants: 
and,  from  1836  to  1839,  the  covenant  was  acted  upon, 
by  the  Defendants,  and  no  complaint  was  made  until 
the  Ayre  and  Colder  Navigation  Company  bethought 
themselves  of  making  that  new  improvement  in  the 
navigation  of  their  river,  which  consisted  in  making  a 
sort  of  canal  which  would  pass  by  Bottom  Boat  and  foil 
into  the  river  Calder  at  a  place  below  it.  Then,  to  be 
sure,   there  was  a  method  afforded,  by  breaking  the 
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agreement  and  carrying  the  coal  to  Stanley  Ferry ^  to 
save  the  lessees  a  vast  deal  of  trouble  and  expense ;  and 
then  the  parties  who  had  so  long  submitted  to  the  agree- 
ment, discovered  that  it  no  longer  bound  them. 

Now,  though  it  may  be  true  that  the  Court  will  not 
zecute  a  hard  bargain,  it  mu8t  be  a  hard  bargain  in  its 
own  constitution.  This  is  not  a  hard  bargain.  Besides,  it 
should  be  observed  that  the  privileges  granted  by  Lee 
and  Hemingway  f  placed  the  lessees  under  the  demise  from 
Hatfield,  in  a  situation  which  rendered  it  more  easy  for 
them  to  obtain  all  the  subsequent  grants  of  coal  which 
have  constituted  their  profit  for  so  many  years,  and 
which  they  would  now  keep  to  themselves,  regardless, 
entirely,  of  the  original  agreement  with  Lee  and  Hem- 
ingway. 

Therefore  there  must  be  a  decree,  in  effect,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  as  he  asks  it  by  his  bill.  I  do  not  know  that 
it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  decree 
that  the  parties  shall  carry  all  the  coal,  which  they  get 
from  the  other  collieries,  along  the  railway ;  because  the 
object  of  the  agreement  will  be  sufficiently  answered  by 
having  a  decree  that  the  Defendants  shall  pay  the  two 
pence  a  ton  for  all  coal  that  they  get  from  those  other 
collieries :  and  it  struck  me,  upon  the  reconsideration 
of  the  case,  that,  in  effect,  what  is  stipulated,  by  the 
articles  of  agreement  (notwithstanding  it  is  clogged 
with  machinery  about  the  mode  of  carrying  the  coal) 
is  nothing  more  than  saying  this :  '^  you  shall  have  the 
right  of  making  the  railway  on  paying  six  guineas 
a  year  for  every  acre  of  land  taken  for  that  purpose, 
and  a  certain  sum  per  ton  upon  the  coal  that  you  may 
get  from  the  Hatfield  colliery,  or  from  any  other  col- 
lieries within  the  township  of  Sianley-cum-Wrenthorp?." 
That  is  the  substance  of  the  case. 
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My  opinion,  therefore,  is  that  there  must  be  a  decree, 
in  substance,  for  the  Plaintiff.  As  to  the  objection  that 
was  made,  that  the  prayer  asked  that  the  Defendants 
might  execute  a  counterpart  of  a  lease  and  so  on,  that 
is  mere  machinery;  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
substance  of  the  case.  Of  course,  I  cannot  order  the 
Defendants  to  take  a  lease  if  they  do  not  like  to  do  so. 
But  I  can  make  a  decree  which  will  ensure,  to  the 
Plaintiff,  that  measure  of  justice  which,  in  my  opinion, 
he  is  entitled  to  both  on  the  law  and  the  equity  of 
the  case ;  and  therefore  the  decree  must  be  to  the  efiect 
that  the  Defendants  are  bound,  by  the  agreement  con- 
tained  in  the  articles,  to  pay,  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  two 
pence  per  ton. 


Declare  that  the  Defendants  are  bound,  by  the 
agreements,  provisions  and  stipulations  contained  in  the 
articles  of  agreement  dated  the  27th  day  of  July  1833, 
on  the  part  of  J.  C.  Harter  and  W»  Barter,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators  and  assigns  :  and  declare  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  be  paid  the  tolls  or  whar&ge 
dues  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  for  or  in  respect 
of  all  coal  raised,  worked  or  gotten,  by  the  Defendants 
or  any  of  them,  for  shipment  or  water-sale,  at  or  from 
the  colliery  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  or  in  or 
from  any  other  lands  or  grounds  in  the  township  of 
Stanley-cum-Wrenthorpei  Refer  it  to  the  Master  to 
take  an  account  of  all  coals  which,  since  the  31st  day 
of  December  1839,  have  been  raised,  worked  or  gotten, 
by  the  said  Defendants  or  any  of  them,  or  by  their  or 
any  of  their  order  &c.,  for  shipment  or  water-sale,  at  or 
from  any  of  the  collieries  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
situate  within  the  said  township  &c.  &c. 
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7th  December; 

rp  and 

1  HE  bill  stated  that,  previously  to  1832,  the  Plaintiff  1843 : 

John  Rowland  Smyth,  a  captain  in  the  32d  regiment  of  ^^^h  January, 

foot,  being  a  very  young  man,  was  induced  to  take  Jurisdiction 

Maria  Seller,  one  of  the  Defendants,  to  live  with  him  Void  instrument. 

in  unlawful  cohabitation :  that  she  was  then  a  married    ^^^^  ^P  9f 
11  .       ,  ,     x^.  .     ./«,  ^^*«  instrument. 

woman;  but  had,  previously  to  the  Plamtiff  s  acquamt-  Turpis 

ance  with  her,  separated  from  her  husband,  who,  the        contractus. 

Plaintiff  believed,  was  since  dead :  that,  in  1832  and  

during  such  cohabitation,  the  Plaintiff,  being  under  the   The  Plaintiff 
influence  of  Maria  S^//er,  was  prevailed  upon,  in  con-  ^*'J^''^mi? 
sideration  of  her  agreement  to  continue  such  cohabita-  ried  woman ; 
lion  as  long  as  the  Plaintiff  should  desire  it,  and  as  an  ^"^>  j"  consi- 
inducement  to  her  to  do  so,  to  execute  an  indenture  aereeine  to 
of  grant  of  certain  annuities  in  trust  for  her  and  her  continue  to 
daughter,  Maria  Smyth,  another  Defendant :  that  the  ^?^^^J  ^^Jj 
indenture  was  in  the  possession  of  Maria  Seller,  or  of  cuted  a  deed, 

whereby, 
"  for  the  consideration  therein  mentioned,"  he  granted,  to  a 
trustee  for  her,  an  annuity,  to  commence  on  his  death,  marriage, 
or  withdrawing  his  protection  from  her ;  and  covenanted  to  charge 
any  land  that  he  should  become  possessed  of,  with  the  annuity : 
and,  for  further  securing  the  annuity,  he  executed  a  bond,  in  the 
penalty  of  1,000  /.,  to  the  trustee,  and  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  enter  up  judgment  against  him  on  the  bond;  and  judgment 
was  entered  up,  against  him,  at  the  suit  of  the  trustee,  fur  1,000/. 
and  costs.  Some  years  afterwards,  the  Plaintiff  married;  pre- 
viously to  which  he  had  put  an  end  to  his  intercourse  with  M.  S  ; 
and,  having  been  advised  that  the  annuity-deed  and  collateral 
securities,  which  he  stated  to  have  been  obtained  from  him  for 
the  consideration  of  future  cohabitation,  were  not  binding  upon 
him,  he  refused  to  pay  the  annuity.  In  consequence  of  which, 
M.  S,9  in  the  trustee's  name,  brought  an  action  against  him,  on 
the  judgment.  The  bill  prayed  the  annuity-deed  and  collateral 
securities  might  be  declared  void  and  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled, and  that  the  trustqe  might  enter  up  satisfaction  on  the 
judgment,  and  that  the  action  might  be  stayed.  The  trustee  put 
in  a  general  demurrer,  which  was  allowed. 
Vol.  XIII.  s 
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Mr.  Richards,  her  attorney  in  the  action  after  men- 
tioned ;  and  the  Plaintiff  had  no  copy  and  was  unable 
to  set  forth  the  purport  thereof,  except  so  far  as  the 
same  was  stated  in  a  memorial  registered  at  the  regis- 
try office  in  Dvblin.  The  bill  then  set  forth  a  copy  of 
the  memorial,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  deed  was 
dated  the  7th  of  December  1832,  and  was  made  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff,  of  the  first  part,  the  Defendant 
Griffin,  of  the  second  part,  Maria  Seller,  of  the  third 
part,  and  Maria  Smyth,  who  was  described  as  the 
daughter  of  the  Plaintiff  by  Maria  Seller,  an  infant,  of 
the  fourth  part ;  and,  thereby,  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  con- 
sideration therein  mentioned*,  granted  to  Griffin,  his 
heirs,  executors,  &c.,  two  annuities,  one  of  100  Z.  and  the 
other  of  6OZ.,  to  hold  the  annuity  of  100  Z.  for  the  life 
of  Maria  Seller,  and  the  same  to  be  paid  quarterly,  on 
every  1st  of  January,  &c,,  the  first  payment  to  be  made 
on  whichever  of  those  days  should  next  happen  after  the 
death  or  marriage  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  next  after  he  should 
have  withdratvn  his  protection  from  Maria  Seller,  which- 
ever of  those  events  should  first  happen ;  and  to  hold 
the  annuity  of  50Z.  for  the  life  of  Maria  Smyth,  and  the 
same  to  be  paid  upon  the  same  days  as  the  annuity  of 
lOOZ.  was  made  payable,  the  first  payment  thereof  to 
commence  on  whichever  of  the  said  days  should  first 
happen  after  the  death  or  marriage  of  Maria  Seller,  or 
upon  the  cessation  of  the  payment  of  the  annuity  of 
100  Z.  in  the  event  of  her  continuing  to  reside  12  months 
with  her  father,  or  in  the  event  of  her  being  again 
received  under  the  protection  of  her  husband,  if  living: 
and  the  deed  contained  a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff,  that,  whenever  he  should  become  possessed  of 
any  sufficient  landed  property,  he  would,  at  the  request 


*  So  in  the  bill. 
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of  Griffin,  his  executors,  &c.,  or  at  the  request  of  1842. 

Maria  Seller  or  Maria  Smyth,  as  the  case  might  be,  but  ** 

mt  his  own  expense,  charge  such  lands  with  the  annuities,  ^ 

with  powers  of  entry  and  distress.    The  bill  further        GaiFFiir. 
stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was,  also,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  and  for  the  same  consideration,  pre- 
vailed upon  to  give  his  bond  in  the  penalty  of  1,000  Z.,  to 
6r^2i,and  a  warrant  of  attorney  for  entering  up  judg- 
menty  in  one  of  the  Courts  in  Ireland,  in  an  action  on  the 
bond,  for  further  securing  the  payment  of  the  annuities; 
and,  on  the  12th  of  December  1832,  judgment  was 
entered  up  against  the  Plaintiff  at  the  suit  of  Griffin,  in 
the  Courtof  Exchequer  in  Ireland,  for  1,000/.  and  costs. 
The  bill  then  stated  that  the  Plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of 
his  arrangement  with  Maria  Seller,  continued  unlawfully 
to  cohabit  with  her  for  a  considerable  time  after  the 
execution  of  the  annuity-deed ;  but,  in  1830,  he  mar- 
ried, and,  some  time  before  his  marriage,  put  an  end 
to  his  intercourse  with  her :  that  he  had  been  advised 
and  submitted  that  the   annuity-deed   and  collateral 
securities,  which  were  obtained  from  him  for  the  con- 
sideration or  upon  the  understanding  of  future  cohabi- 
tation, were  not  binding  upon  him ;  and,  accordingly, 
he  had  lately  refused  to  make  any  further  payment 
under  the  same :  that  Maria  Seller  had  lately  brought 
an  action  against  the  Plaintiff,  in  Griffin's  name,  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  upon  the  judgment 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland:  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  advised  that,  in  consequence  of  the  form  of  the 
action,  and  inasntuch  as  he  could  not  produce  the  annuity- 
deed,  he  could  not  safely  plead  to  the  action  so  as  to  raise 
the  question  of  the  invalidity  of  the  deed  and  collateral 
securities,  for  thejudgment  of  aCourt  of  Law:  that  Afaruz 
Seller  and  Maria  Smyth  pretended  that  the  deed  and 

s  2 


8 


time,  ta^e  p  ^  ^e  *^^*"V  ^Aift  eqwty,  -"^ 

tiffs  wiA  estet* .  ^^  ^^  T^t  *«*'  *^ 

deed  and  coUatel^*^  be  r^^'t^^'  "^  "* 
^at  be  ^  «"'^*^^uvered  «P  ^  ^  .'^t  tA^O^  ^ 
Z  bave  the  same  deb^  ^  ^,  ^If^rf.  o^  ^^ 

^tisfection  tbeteof  ^"'t  j^..  that  vo  «PP  rf 

Via  name  m  «»«     ,  .  _«  ot  consent ,  «»     ca,«,«|o. 

cJwateral  ^'^''''^^^  ^  ,oid  so  fet  a«  ^^^  '      pbinr 
liffmigWoe^ 

^We  Defendant  Onj^n  P 
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Mr.  Bethelt  and  Mr.  Tripp,  in  support  of  it :  1842. 

t t 

The  excuse  which  the  Plaintiff  alleges  for  bringing 
this  matter  into  a  Court  of  Equity,  namely  that  he  can 
not  safely  plead  to  the  action,  in  consequence  of  the  Griffik. 
form  of  it,  and  because  he  cannot  produce  the  annuity^ 
deed,  is  wholly  unfounded.  He  may  crave  oyer  of  the 
deed,  or  obtain  an  order  for  the  production  of  it,  from 
a  Judge  at  chambers ;  or  he  may  subpcena  Mr.  Richards 
to  produce  it*.  Therefore,  if  the  annuity-deed  be  in- 
valid, its  invalidity  may  be  tried  in  the  action.  If  the 
deed  be  valid,  then,  of  course,  the  bill  must  fail :  but,  if 
it  be  invalid,  then,  if  the  invalidity  appears  upon  the 
face  of  it,  a  bill  cannot  be  filed  to  have  it  delivered  up. 
Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden  (a). 

Supposing,  however,  that  the  invalidity  of  the  deed 
does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  it ;  still  the  consider- 

^  The  Plaintiff  had  pleaded  to  the  action,  that,  before  and 
at  the  time  of  executing  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  annuity- 
deed,  Mrs.  Seller  was  cohabiting  with  him  in  a  state  of  concu- 
binage, and  that  the  judgment  on  which  the  action  was  brought, 
was  recovered  and  entered  up,  by  nil  dicitj  in  pursuance  of 
the  warrant  of  attorney ;  and  that  that  instrument  was  given  as 
a  security  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  annuity  granted  by  an 
indenture  bearing  date  the  7th  of  December  1832,  and  made 
between  the  Defendant  &c.  (setting  forth  the  names  of  the 
parties,  and  the  contents  of  the  deed,  so  far  as  they  related 
to  Mrs.  Seller's  annuity);  and  that  the  warrant  of  attorney 
was  given  and  the  anauity-deed  executed  by  him,  in  consi- 
deration of  Mrs.  Seller  continuing  so  to  cohabit  with  him, 
and  for  no  other  consideration  or  purpose  whatsoever ;  and 
that  the  judgment  was  so  entered  up  upon  the  warrant  of 
attorney,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  and  enforcing  the  pay- 
ment of  the  annuity,  and  that  the  action  was  brought  in 
respect  of  certain  of  the  quarterly  payments  of  the  annuity 
being  in  arrear. 

(a)  3  Myl.  &  Craig,  97. 
s  3 
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ation  for  it^  and  all  the  circumstances  connected  with  it, 
may  be  brought  before  a  Court  of  Law,  aud  the  Court  of 
Law  may  decide  as  to  its  validity  or  invalidity.  If  that 
be  so,  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  seek  relief  in  a  Court 
of  Equity. 


We  contend,  however,  that  the  deed  is  clearly  valid. 
If  a  man  makes  a  provision  for  a  woman,  in  order  to 
induce  her  either  to  commence  or  to  continue  an  illicit 
intercourse  with  him,  the  provision  is  void.  But,  in  the 
present  case,  the  annuity  was  not  to  be  payable  until 
after  the  death  or  marriage  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  after  he 
should  have  withdrawn  his  protection  from  Maria  Seller; 
and,  therefore,  it  not  only  did  not  operate  as  an  induce- 
ment to  her  to  continue  her  connexion  with  the  Plaintiff; 
but  it  held  out  an  inducement  to  her  to  terminate  it 
The  case  of  Gibson  v.  Dickie  (b)  is  almost  identically 
the  same  as  the  present.  There  the  Plaintiff  had  co- 
habited with  the  Defendant  for  a  longtime  ;  and, during 
the  continuance  of  the  connexion  between  them,  the 
Defendant  agreed  that,  in  case  they  should  separate,  he 
would  allow  the  Plaintiff  an  annuity  of  30/.,  for  her 
life,  provided  she  should  continue  single  and  not  cohabit 
with  any  other  man.  The  parties  afterwards  separated ; 
and,  the  Defendant  having  refused  to  pay  the  annuity, 
the  Plaintiff  brought  an  action,  against  him,  to  recover 
the  arrears.  It  was  contended,  for  the  Defendant,  that 
the  allowance  of  the  annuity  in  case  of  separation,  was 
by  way  of  inducement,  to  the  Plaintiff,  to  continue  the 
illicit  cohabitation.  But  the  Court  held  that,  so  far  from 
its  being  an  inducement  to  her  to  continue  the  cohabi- 
tation, it  was  rather  an  inducement  to  separate.  The 
deed  in  this  case,  therefore,  would  have  been  unimpeach- 


(b)  3  Mau.  &  Sel.  463. 
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able,  if  Maria  Seller  had  been  the  sole  object  of  it :  but  1842. 

it  derives  additional  validity  from  its  providing  also  for 
the  issue  of  the  illicit  connexion  between  her  and  the 
Plaintiff. 


The  Vice- Chancellor : — The  action  was  brought  on 
the  judgment  which  was  entered  up^on  the  bond,  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland,  in  pursuance  of  the 
warrant  of  attorney. 

Mr.  Tripp : 

The  Courts  of  Law  consider  a  judgment  in  a  foreign 
Court,  to  be  only  primd  facie  evidence  of  a  debt :  and  a 
party  who  is  sued  upon  it,  is  at  liberty  to  plead  the  facts 
which  tend  to  show  the  illegality  of  the  consideration 
for  ity  in  the  same  manner  as  he  might  have  done  if  the 
action  had  been  brought  on  the  contract  itself. 

It  has  been  the  practice  of  this  Court,  from  the  ear- 
liest period,  to  remain  neuter,  in  all  cases  where  the 
parties  are  in  pari  delicto.  If,  on  the  one  hand,  the 
Court  will  not  assist  the  woman  to  obtain  the  provision 
made  for  her  by  her  partner  in  guilt,  so,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  will  not  assist  the  man  to  defeat  the  provision 
which  he  has  made  for  the  woman.  Batty  v.  Chester  (c) ; 
Whaler/  v.  Norton  {d);  Matthew  v.  Hanbury{e);  Franco 
V.  Bolton  (f). 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Smythe,  in  support  of  the  bill : 

In  cases  like  the  present.  Courts  of  Equity  have  con- 
current jurisdiction  with  Courts  of  Law.  Besides,  the 
deed  in  this  case,  contains,  not  only  a  grant  of  the  an- 

(c)  5  Beav,  103.    See  note         (e)  2  Vem.  187. 
at  the  end  of  the  case.  (/)  3  Ves.  368. 

(rf)  1  Vern.  482. 

S4 
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nuities  to  Mrs.  Seller  and  her  daughter,  but  also  an 
executory  agreement,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  to 
charge  those  annuities  on  any  landed  property  that  the 
Plaintiff  might  thereafter  become  possessed  of.  Con- 
sequently the  deed  makes  the  Plaintiff  liable  in  equity 
as  well  as  at  law  ;  and,  therefore,  a  Court  of  Equity  is 
the  proper  forum  to  relieve  him  from  the  provisions  of 
the  deed.  In  Gray  v.  Mathias  (g)  the  Court  refused 
to  order  a  bond  to  be  delivered  up,  because  it  was  good 
for  nothing  on  the  face  of  it,  and  a  piece  of  waste  paper; 
but  the  executory  agreement,  to  which  we  have  referred, 
prevents  the  deed  in  this  case,  from  *being  a  piece  of 
waste  paper,  and,  of  itself,  entitles  us  to  come  to  a  Court 
of  Equity  for  relief. 

The  bill  asks  that  the  deed  and  collateral  securities 
may  be  declared  to  be  void  in  toto ;  but,  if  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  deed  is  not  wholly  void,  then 
that  it  may  be  declared  to  be  void,  so  far  as  it  purports 
to  secure  an  annuity  to  Mrs.  Seller.  Supposing,  there- 
fore, that  the  Court  should  hold  the  deed  and  collateral 
securities  to  be  good  with  respect  to  the  annuity  secured 
to  the  daughter,  still,  as  the  demurrer  is  to  the  whole 
bill,  it  must  be  overruled,  if  we  are  entitled  to  any  part 
of  the  relief  that  it  asks. 


If  the  action  in  this  case  had  been  brought  either  on 
the  annuity-deed  or  on  the  bond,  the  Plaintiff  would 
have  had  a  defence  to  it ;  for  he  might  then  have  shown 
the  illegality  of  the  consideration.  But,  as  the  action  is 
brought  on  the  foreign  judgment,  and  as  a  judgment 
is  evidence  of  the  debt,  he  has  no  means  of  defending 
himself  at  law.  In  Franco  v.  Boltoff,  the  bill  was  filed 
utter  a  verdict  at  law  had  been  obtained  upon  the  bond, 

{g)  5  Ves.  286 ;  see  2f^. 
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and  the  Plaintiff  might  have  defended  himself  at  law ; 
and,  therefore,  the  demurrer  was  allowed.  In  Gibson 
y.  Dickie,  the  provision  was  made  in  consequence  of  the 
parties  being  about  to  separate,  owing  to  the  differences 
that  had  arisen  between  them ;  and  the  defendant  had 
received,  from  the  plaintiff,  108/.  bank  stock  and  100/. 
sterling.  Besides,  the  provision  was  made  upon  the 
express  condition  that  the  defendant  should,  thereafter, 
live  sole  and  chaste.  That  case,  therefore,  is  plainly 
distinguishable  from  the  present. 

Mr.  Smythe  said  that,  though  it  did  not  appear,  from 
the  bill,  what  consideration  was  expressed  in  the  deed, 
yet  the  bill  alleged  and  it  was  evident  from  the  provi- 
sions in  the  deed  as  to  the  commencement  of  the  annuity, 
that  it  was  given  as  an  inducement  to  Mrs.  Seller^  to 
Gontinne  to  cohabit  with  the  Plaintiff:  and  therefore, 
the  illegality  of  the  consideration  sufficiently  appeared 
upon  the  bill.  He  observed  upon  the  circumstance  of 
the  bill  being  filed,  not  by  Mrs.  Seller  herself,  but  by 
ber  trustee :  and  he  relied  on  Gray  v.  Mathias  as  pre- 
cisely in  point ;  and  referred  to  Friend  v.  Harrison  (A) ; 
Guinness  v.  Carroll  (i) ;  Don  v.  Lippman  (k) ;  Ferguson 
V.  Mahon  (/) ;  Walker  v.  Perkins  (wi) ;  and  1  Storie 
on  Eq.  242. 

Mr.  fie^A^/Z  replied. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

Before  I  decide  this  case,  I  will  read  over  Lord  Lang^ 
dale^s  judgment  in  Batty  v.  Chester ;  for  I  should  be 
sorry  to  do  anything  inconsistent  with  his  Lordship's 
decision  in  that  case. 


1842. 


(h)  2  Carrington  6s,  Payne, 

584- 
(i)  1  Barn,  &  Adol.  459. 


(k)  5  CI.  &  Fin.  1. 

(/)  11  Adol.&  Ell.  179. 

(tn)  3  Burr.  1568. 
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The  Vicb-Chancellor*: — 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  plain,  upon  what  is  stated  in  the 
bill,  as  to  the  contents  oF  the  annuity-deed,  the  bond 
and  warrant  of  attorney,  that,  upon  the  face  of  them, 
they  were  given  for  an  unlawful  purpose  and  would  be 
held  void  at  law,  independently  of  the  statement,  made  by 
the  Plaintiff,  as  to  what  the  consideration  really  was. 
The  case,  therefore,  would,  as  to  them,  fall  within  the 
principle  adopted  by  Lord  Chancellor  CoUenham  in 
Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden. 

As  to  what  is  stated  with  respect  to  the  foreign  judg- 
ment, the  Plaintiff  has  not  alleged,  and  I  collect,  from 
what  passed  at  the  hearing,  did  not  mean  to  allege  that 
the  judgment  was  entered  up  in  pursuance  of  the  war- 
rant of  attorney.  Without  more  allegation  than  I  find, 
I  cannot  assume  that  it  was  so  entered  up.  If  it  was  not 
so  entered  up,  no  ground  for  relief  from  that  judgment 
is  stated ;  and,  therefore,  none  can  be  given. 

The  executory  covenant  to  charge  the  Plaintiff's 
future  land,  does  not  make  the  PlaintiflTs  case  better^ 
as  the  whole  instrument  is  void  at  law. 


If  the  true  construction  of  what  is  stated,  in  the  bill, 
as  to  the  deed,  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney,  were  that, 
upon  the  face  of  them,  they  were  not  given  for  an  un- 
lawful consideration,  then  the  two  decisions  by  Lord 
Langdale,  in  Batty  y.  Chester  f,  are  exactly  applicable 

*  His  Honor  delivered  a  written  judgment,  of  which  the 
above  is  a  copy. 

f  There  were  two  decisions  by  Lord  Langdale^  in  Baity 
V.  Chester :  one  on  a  demurrer  to  the  original,  and  the  other 
on  a  demurrer  to  the  amended  bill ;  but  neither  of  them  was 
reported  when  the  demurrer  iu  Smyth  v.  Griffiu  was  argued* 
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to  this  case,  where  the  bill  itself  alleges  the  unlawful 
purpose ;  and  I  shall  follow  them  :  and,  therefore,  the 
demurrer  must  be  allowed. 

One  of  those  decisions  has  been  since  reported ;  see  5  Beav. 
103 ;  but  it  does  not  seem  to  be  an  authority  for  the  judg- 
ment reported  above.  That  judgment,  however,  was  affirmed 
by  The  Lord  Chancellor^  with  costs,  in  M.T.  1844. 
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Smyth 

V. 

Grifpin. 


EARNED  17.  LAING. 

Motion  to  discharge,  for  irregularity,  a  writ  of  we 
exeat  regno,  which  had  been  granted,  by  the  Vice* 
Chancellor,  on  the  16th  of  February  1841. 

The  original  bill  was  filed  in  August  1840.  The 
Defendant  put  in  his  answer,  which  the  Plaintiff  ex- 
cepted to  for  insufficiency.  The  exceptions  were  sub- 
mitted to;  and,  on  the  20th  of  January  1841,  the  Plain- 
tiff obtained  an  order  to  amend  and  for  the  Defendant 
to  answer  the  amendments  and  exceptions  at  the  same 
time.  The  amended  bill  was  filed  on  the  9th  of  Febru- 
ary 1841 ;  but  no  answer  was  put  in  to  it  when  the  writ 
was  granted. 

One  of  the  affidavits  on  which  the  writ  had  been  ob- 
tained, was  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  deposed  that,  on 
the  27th  of  January  1841,  he  first  discovered  and  was 
informed,  and  he  verily  believed  that  the  Defendant, 
Lainff,  was  about  to  leave  this  country  on  a  voyage  to 
Sydney  in  Australia,  as  master  of  the  ship  Hero.  The 
other  affidavit  was  made,  by  a  clerk  to  the  Plaintiff's 
solicitors,  who  deposed  that,  on  the  12th  of  February 


184s: 
8th  December. 

Ne  exeat  regno. 
Practice, 

A  writ  of  Ne 
exeat,  granted, 
though  not 
prayed  for  by 
the  bill. 

Sharp  V.  Tay- 
lor,  reported 
ante.  Vol.  XI. 
p.  50,  observed 
upon. 
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1841 9  he  went  on  board  the  Hero^  in  the  London  Docks, 
and  there  saw  the  Defendant,  who  informed  him  (and 
which  information  he  believed  to  be  true)  that  he, 
Laing,  should  sail  for  Sydney  about  the  25th  of  the 
month. 


Mr,  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Elderton,  in  support  of  the 
motion  to  discharge  the  writ,  said  that  the  writ  could 
not  be  regularly  granted  unless  it  was  prayed  for  by 
the  original  bill  or  by  a  supplemental  bill,  stating  the 
facts  from  which  the  intention  of  the  Defendant  to  leave 
the  kingdom  was  to  be  inferred,  if  those  facts  had  oc- 
curred subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bill. 
Sharp  V.  Taylor  (a). 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Ckandless,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
said  that,  in  Sharp  v.  Taylor,  it  was  stated,  too  gene- 
rally, that  the  Court  could  not  grant  the  writ  unless  it 
was  prayed  for  by  the  bill;  besides,  in  that  case,  the 
Plaintiff,  when  he  filed  his  original  bill,  knew  that  the 
Defendant  intended  to  go  abroad.  They  cited  Moore  v. 
Hudson  (b),  Beames^s  Treatise  on  the  Writ,  p.  52,  and 
the  following  passage  from  Lord  J^/don's  judgment  in 

Collinson  v. (c) :  **  When  this  prerogative  writ 

came  to  be  applied  as  a  civil  process,  it  would  have 
been  an  extraordinary  exercise  of  jurisdiction  to  refuse 
it,  merely  as  not  prayed  in  a  stage  of  the  proceedings 
when  there  was  no  pretence  for  praying  it.  If,  when 
the  bill  was  filed,  the  defendant  did  not  intend  to  leave 
the  kingdom,  it  would  have  been  highly  improper  to 
pray  the  writ.  A  groundless  suggestion  that  the  de- 
fendant means  to  abscond,  would  press  too  harshly,  and 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  XI.  p.  50.  (6)  Madd.  &  Geld.  318. 

(c)  18  Vet.  353. 
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would  also  operate  to  create  the  very  mischief  which  the 
Court,  permitting  the  motion  without  notice,  means  to 
preyent.  The  omission  to  pray  the  writ,  therefore,  forms 
no  objection." 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

In  this  case  the  amended  bill  was  filed  on  the  9th  of 
February ;  but  the  Plaintiff  had  no  certain  knowledge 
that  the  Defendant  intended  to  leave  the  kingdom, 
until  the  12th  of  that  month ;  when  Laingj  himself,  de- 
clared his  intention  to  do  so :  and,  therefore,  when  the 
writ  was  applied  for,  I  thought  it  right  to  grant  it. 

If  there  had  been  in  this  case,  as  there  was  in  Sharp 
V.  Taylor^  a  series  of  facts  leading  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  Defendant's  intention  to  go  abroad,  all  of  which 
happened  subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bill 
and  might  have  been  stated  by  way  of  supplement,  they 
ought  to  have  been  so  stated.  But  as  1  found  that,  on 
the  27th  of  January,  there  had  come  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  Plaintiff,  not  a  state  of  facts  by  which  he  could 
have  proved  the  Defendant's  intention  to  go  abroad,  but 
merely  such  information  as  induced  him  to  believe  that 
the  Defendant  intended  to  do  so  (and  which  belief,  if  it 
had  been  stated  in  a  supplemental  bill,  without  alleging 
sufficient  grounds  for  it,  would  have  gone  for  nothing), 
and  as  I  found  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  certain  know- 
ledge of  the  Defendant's  intention  to  leave  the  kingdom, 
until  the  12th  of  February,  which  was  afler  the  amended 
bill  was  filed,  it  appeared  to  me  that  this  was  not  such 
a  case  as  fell  within  the  set  of  circumstances  alluded  to 
in  Sharp  v.  Taylor.  And  my  opinion  is  that,  according 
to  the  decisions  of  Lord  JEldon  and  Sir  John  Leach  in  the 
cases  citedi  this  writ  ought  not  to  be  discharged  ;  and. 


1842. 
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Laiko. 
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therefore,  I  shall  refuse  the  motion.  But  as  what  I  said 
in  Sharp  v.  Taylor^  is  stated  in  a  general  way  and  may 
have  tended,  in  some  measure,  to  mislead  those  who 
advised  the  motion,  I  shall  refuse  it  without  costs. 


1843: 
9th  December. 

* V ' 

Practice. 

Infant. 

Guardian. 

Maintenance. 

Order  made,  on 
petition  without 
suit,  for  a  re- 
ference to  ap- 
prove of  a 
guardian  and 
maintenance  for 
an  infant  having 
150/.  a  year 
arising  from 
land. 


Ex  parte  ANGELL. 

In  this  case  the  Vice^ChanceUar  made  an  order,  on  a. 
petition  without  suit,  referring  it  to  the  Master  to  ap-^ 
prove  of  a  guardian  and  an  allowance  for  the  main — 
tenance  of  an  infant,  who  had  a  clear  income  of  oner 
hundred  and  fifty  pounds  a  year  arising  from  latid^. 

Mr.  Torriano  for  the  Petitioner. 

*  See  In  re  Christie^  ante^  Vol.  IX.  p.  643;  and  Ex  par£^ 
Mountforty  15  Ves.  445.  Sec  also  Seion  on  Decrees,  278  ^t 
8cq, 
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WHITFIELD  V.  PRICKETT.  1842: 

9th  December. 

Ex  parte  BROOKES.  ' ' 

Charging  order. 

Brookes  having  got  a  judgment  for  400/.  in  an      and  creditor. 
action  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  against  Whitfield^    Fund  in  Court. 
obtained  an  order,  from  Lord  Denman  C.  J,,  under  the        ^^     "^* 
Act  for  abolishing  arrest  on  mesne  process  (1st  &  2d  On  a  petition^ 
Vict.  Clio,  sect.  14  *),  charging  a  fund  in  the  Court  of  by  a  judgment 
Chancery,  to  which    Whitfield  was  entitled,  with  the  p^ny  to  a  suit, 
amount  of  the  judgment  debt ;  and  then  presented  a  who  had  ob- 
petition  in  the  cause,  stating  as  above  and  praying  that  j  «  order^onl' 
the  fund,  which  amounted  to  1 35  /.,  might  be  paid  to  fund  in  Court 
him,  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  debt.    Whitfield  had  been  ^  ^^*^^  *®  . 
served  with  the  petition,  but  did  not  appear.  uedf the  Court 

refused  to  order 

*  r«L        .!_       .•  .   .L  ^  •/•  .        «         the  fund  to  be 

•  The  14th  section  enacts  that  if  any  person  against  whom  ^^  ^  tj,e 

any  judgment  shall  have  been  entered  up  in  any  of  Her  petitioner. 
Majesty's  superior  Courts  at  Westminster^  shall  have  any  without  the 
Government  stock,  funds  or  annuities,  or  any  stock  or  shares  Party's  consent, 
of  or  in  any  public  company  in  England  (whether  incorpo- 
rated or  not)  standing  in  his  name  in  his  own  right,  or  in  the 
name  of  any  person  in  trust  for  him,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  a 
Judge  of  one  of  the  superior  Courts,  on  the  application  of  any 
judgment  creditor,  to  order  that  such  stock,  funds,  annuities 
or  shares,  or  such  of  them  or  such  part  thereof  respectively 
as  he  shall  think  fit,  shall  stand  charged  with  the  payment  of 
the  amount  for  which  judgment  shall  have  been  so  recovered 
and  interest  thereon,  and  such  order  shall  entitle  the  judg- 
ment creditor  to  all  such  remedies  as  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  if  such  charge  had  been  made  in  his  favour  by  the 
judgment  debtor :  provided  that  no  proceedings  shall  be 
taken  to  have  the  benefit  of  such  charge,  until  afler  the  ex* 
piration  of  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  such  order. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  said  that,  without  the  consent 
of  the  party  entitled  to  the  fund,  he  could  not  make  an 
order,  on  petition,  for  payment  of  it  to  the  creditor ;  and 
that  all  that  he  could  do,  was  to  make  a  stop-order  in 
the  usual  terms. 


Mr.  JBiffff  appeared  for  the  Petitioner. 


1842: 
9th  December. 

* y ' 

Cotutruction  of 

C.74. 

Fines  and 

recoveries. 

Proctector  of 

settlement. 


In  re  WAINERIGHT. 
Ex  parte  SLADE. 

1  HE  petition  in  this  matter,  reported  a/i/e,  Vol.  XI. 
page  352,  was  heard  on  this  day,  when  the  Vtce^Chan-' 
cellar  refused  the  application.  The  Lord  Chancellor^ 
however,  on  a  petition  being  presented  to  him  by  way  of 
appeal,  differed  from  his  Honor,  and  granted  the  appli- 


Where  the 

tenant  for  life  is  cation  * 
a  married 
woman,  whose 
husband  has 
been  convicted 

of  felony,  the  Court  of  Chnnccry  is  the  protector  of  the  settle- 
ment, though  the  life  estate  is  not  her  separate  property. 


See  1  Phillips's  Rep.  1158. 
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16th  Dec. 


C»  JR,  BLUNDELLf  esq.  the  testator  in  the  cause,  Revocation. 

some  time  before  his  death,  delivered  to  his  butler,  Wil"  ^g^» 

liam  HaU,  two  sealed  packets  addressed  to  his  bankers.  Construction 

with  directions  to  retain  them  until  after  his  death,  and  

then  to  present  them  at  the  banking-house.    On  one  of  Testator  drew 

•^  1      wrr  ^^^  cheques,  on 

the  packets  was  written :  "  to  be  delivered  by  William  his  banker,  in 

Hall : "  on  the  other ;  "  to  be  delivered  by  Ann  Harris  ^a^our  ©^  ^^^  ®^ 

his  servaDts 
of  Ince.'*    Shortly  after  the  testator's  death,  the  packets   ^^^  delivered 

were  delivered  to  the  Defendant,  the  executor,  by  Wil-  them,  to  the 

liam  Hall,  and  were  opened,  in  his  presence,  at  the  Sir^tionsTo^^ 

banking-house.     One  of  the  packets  was  found  to  con-  present  them 

tain  a  cheque  in  these  terms :  *ft^  ^^'  death. 

About  a  year 

afterwards,  he 

"  Liverpool,  Sept.  11th,  1833.       made  a  teste- 

«  Messrs.  Arthur  Hej/wood,  Sons  &  Company,  on  JJe"[Y'|S 

"  demand,  pay   William  Hall  of  Ince,  butler,  of  this  after  giving 

"  place,  600  /.  "  Charles  Blundelir       legacies  to  dif- 

ferent  persons, 
and  an  annuity 
In  the  other  there  was  a  similar  cheque  in  favour  of  to  each  of  the 

Ann  Harris  kr  zoo  I  Z'^^^S:,^ 

the  residue  of 

In  November  1834,  the  testator  made  a  testamentary  ^^s  personal 

, .  ,  '  ,  ,  J  estate  to  A.  B., 

mstrument  by  which,  after  givmg  several  legacies  and  ^^d  revoked  any 

annuities,  and,  amongst  them,  an  annuity  of  200  i  k  former  w'dl  or 

year  to  William  Hall,  and  another  of  60  /.  a  year  to  Ann  ^^^^*  J^^  JjJ^^ 

Harris,  for  their  respective  lives,  he  proceeded  thus :  clared  that  in- 
strument to  be 
his  last  will.  The  three  paper-writings  were  admitted  to  probate 
as  constituting,  together,  the  testator's  last  will.  Held  that,  though 
the  Court  of  Chancery  was  bound  to  consider  che  amounts  of  the 
cheques  as  legacies,  they  were  revoked  by  the  subsequent  instru* 
ment. 

Vol.  XIII.  T 
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1843.  ''  and  subject  as  aforesaid,  and  except  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  my  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoeyer  and 
GLiU)Vro2f  B.  wheresoever,  unto"  8cc.  (naming  his  residuary  legatees). 
The  only  disposition  contained  in  the  subsequent  part 
of  the  will,  consisted  of  certain  legacies  to  his  executors 
on  condition  of  their  accepting  the  o£Sce.  Then  fol- 
lowed this  clause :  ''  and,  lastly,  I  do  hereby  revoke  any 
former  will  or  codicil  by  me  at  any  time  made,  and 
declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament" 

The  Ecclesiastical  Court  admitted  the  last-mentioned 
instrument  and  the  two  cheques  to  probate:  ''as  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  the  testator  contained  in  the  paper- 
writings  marked  A.,  B.  and  C." :  B.  and  C.  being  the 
eheques :  that  is,  it  considered  the  instrument  of 
November  1834  and  the  two  cheques  as  c(xiBtitutiDg, 
together,  the  testator's  will. 

On  the  hearing  of  a  petition  in  the  cause,  presented 
by  the  residuary  legatees,  the  question  was  whether 
William  Hall  and  Ann  Harris  were  entitled  to  be  paid 
the  amount  of  the  cheques  drawn  in  their  favour  respec- 
tively, in  addition  to  the  annuities,  or  whether  they  were 
entitled  to  the  annuities  only. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Fleming,  for  the  Petitioners,  said 
that  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  by  admitting  the  cheques 
to  probate,  had  decided  nothing  more  than  that  they 
were  of  a  testamentary  nature ;  and  that  it  was  the 
province  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  determine  not  only 
as  to  their  construction  or  effect,  but  also  whether  any 
effect  at  all  ought  to  be  given  to  them*:  that  it  had 

*  In  Gatoler  v.  Standerwick,  2  Cox,  15,  Sir  Lloyd  Ken- 
yofiy  M.  R.,  said  that  the  codicil  in  that  case,  having  been 
proved  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  he  was  bound  to  receive  it  u 
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been  decided  that  effect  could  not  be  given  to  a  cheque 
as  a  donatio  mortis  causd,  nor  could  it  take  effect  as  a 
gift  inter  vivos',  for  it  was  merely  an  authority,  to  the 
banker  on  whom  it  was  drawn,  to  pay  the  sum  men- 
tioned  in  it,  and  that  authority  was  revoked  by  the 
death  of  the  drawer :  that  it  was  impossible  to  read  the 
paper-writing  marked  A,  without  coming  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  testator  intended  it  to  contain  the  final 
disposition  of  his  property,  and  that  the  annuities  men- 
tioned in  it,  were  the  only  provision  which  the  claimants 
were  to  have ;  and,  therefore,  the  Court  must  hold  that 
those  annuities  were  substitutional  for  the  amounts  of 
the  cheques.  Miller  v.  Miller  (a) ;  Barclay  v.  Wain- 
toright  (6)  ;  Campbell  v.  Lord  Radnor  (c) ;  Attorney^ 
general  v.  HarUy  (d) ;  Fraser  v.  Byng  (e) ;  Hemming  v. 
Gurrey  (/) ;  Duke  of  St.  Albans  v.  Beauclerk  (g); 
Bryson  v.  Brownrigg  (A) ;  Edwards  v.  Jones  (i) ;  Ward 
V.  Turner  (Jk)  ;  Tate  v.  Hilbert  (/);  Jones  v.  Selby  (w); 
Coote  V.  Boyd  (w). 


1843. 
*-        ^        * 

Walsh 
Gladstone. 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rolt,  for  the  Respondents,  said 
that,  as  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  had  admitted  the  cheques 
to  probate,  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  bound  to  con- 
sider them,  not  as  orders  for  the  payment  of  money,  but 

a  testamentary  paper ;  but,  having  so  done,  this  Court  was 
to  construe  it.  The  construction  which  His  Honor  put  upon 
tlie  codicil,  was  that  it  operated  nothing. 


(a)  3  P.  W.  356. 
(6)  3  Ves.  463. 

(c)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  271. 

(d)  4  Madd.  263. 

(e)  1  Riiss.  &  Myl.  90. 

(f)  2  Sira.  &  Stu.  311. 
{g)  2  Atk.  G36. 


(Ji)  9  Ves.  1. 
(f)  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  226. 
{k)  2  Vez.  431. 
(/)  4  Bro.  C.C.  286;  and 
2  Ves.  jun.  111. 
(m)  Prec.  Ch.  300. 
(»)  2  Bro.  C.C.  5'^»- 
T  2 
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as  testamentary  instraments  bequeathing  the  sums  men- 
tioned in  them,  and  as  forming,  together  with  the  instni- 
ment  of  November  1834,  the  last  will  of  the  testator : 
that  the  revocation-clause  in  that  instrument,  could  not 
be  held  to  apply  to  the  cheques ;  because  that  clause, 
being  a  revocation  o(  former  wills  and  codicils,  could 
not  affect  papers  which  had  been  decided,  by  the  only 
competent  tribunal,  to  be  subsisting  parts  of  the  will. 
Besides,  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  never  admitted,  to 
probate,  instruments  that  were  wholly  revoked;  and^ 
for  that  reason  alone,  the  Court  of  Chancery  viras  pre- 
cluded from  considering  the  cheques  as  revoked. 

They  cited  Lawson  v,  Lawson  (n) ;   Denny  v.  Bar^ 
ton  (0) ;  and  Metkuen  v.  Methuen  (p). 

The  Vice-Chancellob  : 

It  appears  to  me  that,  whatever  jurisdiction  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court  may  assume  to  itself,  as  to  the  construc- 
tion of  testamentary  papers,  any  thing  it  has  done  in  the 
way  of  construction,  does  not  bind  this  Court.  For  the 
purpose  of  admitting  the  papers  B,  and  C.  to  probate, 
that  Court  has,  to  a  certain  extent,  taken  on  itself  the 
jurisdiction  of  construction.  But,  when  that  Court  has 
admitted  certain  instruments  as  forming  together  the 
will,  the  question  still  arises,  on  the  whole  of  them  taken 
together,  what  is  to  be  the  construction  of  the  will. 

From  the  probate,  it  appears  that  the  two  papers 
B.  and  C.  are  put  last.  That  I  consider  to  be  quite 
immaterial.  They  were  dated  in  September  1833 ;  and 
I  am  bound,  by  the  decision  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
to  consider  them  as  part  of  the  will.    Then  I  find  that 

(«)  1  P.  W.  441. 
(0)  Q  Phillim.  575.  (p)  Ibid.  416. 
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there  are  the  two  papers  dated  in  September  1833,  and 
a  subsequent  instrument,  dated  in  November  1834, 
which  commences  with  declaring  that  it  is  the  last  will 
of  the  testator,  and  which  proceeds  to  give  annuities  to 
William  Hall  and  Ann  Harris,  without  any  reference 
to  their  having  been  before  mentioned.  Then  there  is 
a  general  residuary  bequest,  and,  afterwards,  an  express 
revocation  of  all  former  wills  and  codicils.  My  opinion, 
therefore,  sitting  in  a  Court  of  construction,  is  that  the 
bequests  made  by  the  papers  B.  and  C,  are  revoked  by 
the  paper  A. 


1842. 


Walsh 
r. 

Gladstone. 


Affirmed  by  The  Lord  Chancellor. 
Rep.  294. 


See  1  Phillips's 


SKIPWORTH  V.  WESTFIELD. 

WESTFIELD  v.  SKIPWORTH. 

1  HE  bill  in  the  second  suit  was  a  cross-bill  for  dis- 
covery only,  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  the  first  suit.  Skip'^ 
worth  put  in  his  answer  to  the  cross-bill  and  then 
dismissed  his  own  bill. 

Mr.  W.  M.  James  J  for  Westfield,  now  moved  that  Ship- 
trorM  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  cross  suit. 
He  said  that  the  41st  Order  of  August  1841,  directed  that, 
where  a  defendant  files  a  cross-bill,  against  the  plain- 
tifF»  for  discovery  only,  the  costs  of  such  bill  and  of  the 
answer  thereto,  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court 
at  the  hearing  of  the  original  cause ;  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiff* in  the  original  suit  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  by  dis- 
missing his  bill  (which  was  his  own  act)  to  deprive  the 
Defendant  of  the  benefit  of  the  Order :  that  the  Order 

t3 


184a: 
ssd  and  23d 
December* 

Neto  orders. 

Bill  of  discovert^. 

Costs. 

CrosS'bill. 

Practice* 

The  discretion 
given,  to  the 
Court,  by  the 
4lbt  Order  of 
August  1841, 
as  to  the  costs 
of  a  cross  bill  of 
discovery,  can 
not  be  exercised 
before  the  hear- 
ing of  the  ori- 
ginal suit, 
although  the 
PlaintitF  in  it 
dismisses  his 
bill  immediately 
afler  putting  in 
bis  answer  to 
the  cross-bill. 


MO 
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Skipwobtii 

WSSTFISLD. 


ought  to  be  liberally  Gonstraed,  so  as  to  make  the  re< 
medy  co-extensive  with  the  mischief  intended  to  be 
guarded  against ;  and  that  the  Court  ought  to  exercise 
the  discretion  given  to  it  by  the  Order,  whenever  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  required  it  to  be  exercised. 


Mr.  Sidebottom  said  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  alter  the  long-established  rule  as  to  the  costs  of 
a  discovery  suit,  further  than  it  was  altered  by  the  new 
Order. 


The  Vicb-Chancellob  : 

If  the  new  Order  had  intended  to  give  the  Court  a 
discretion,  generally,  as  to  the  costs  of  a  cross-bill  of 
discovery,  it  would  have  eoncluded  in  these  words: 
''  at  the  hearing  of  the  original  cause,  or  otherwise.*^ 
But,  as  it  now  stands,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Court 
can  not  exercise  any  discretion  as  to  the  costs,  except  at 
the  hearing  of  the  original  cause:  and,  therefore,  I  must 
refuse  the  motion,  but  without  costs ;  as  it  is  the  first 
time  that  the  question  has  arisen  on  the  Order. 
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TEMPLEMAN  v.  WARRINGTON.  184a: 

43d  Dec. 


Elizabeth  PANTON  made  her  wUl  dated  flie  jp^m 

2d  of  July  1804,  and  which  was,  partly,  in  the  follow-     Construction. 
ing  words :  '*  Having  agreed  with  Hanmer  Warrington^        T^'^v  "" 

at  the  time  of  his  marriage,  to  allow  him  200  /.  a  year,  

for  the  joint  lives  of  him  and  his  wife,  till  such  time  as  '^^^^^f'^  ^' 
4,000/.  was  vested  in  stocks,  for  which  Lieutenant-  residue  of  her 
colonel  Jaines  Hay  and  David  Pryctf  Esq.  were  trus-  funded  pro- 
tees,  I,  therefore,  give  and  bequeath,  to  the  said  Lieute-  ^^7^  m  trust 

.       ^  -r         ^  1  ^     . ,  U         ^  for  her  niece  for 

nant-cojonel  James  Hay  and  DavidPryce,  Esq.,  4,000  /.  life,  and,  after 

in  trust  to  be  vested  in  the  funds  for  the  joint  lives  of  ^^^  death,  ^0  be 

Hanmer  and  Jane  Eliza  Warrington^  or  the  survivor  ^^^/^  ^tt  her 

of  them,  and,  after  their  death,  to  he  equally  divided  children^  whe- 

mong  all  their  children,  share  and  share  alike:'    The  ^^^  *°"«  ^ 

testatrix  then  gave  several  pecuniary  legacies,  and  ap-  ghare  and 'share 

pointed  Peter  TempUman,  Esq.,  sole  executor  of  her  alike:  in  case k 

ivill,  and  then  proceeded  as  follows:  "And  I  hereby  JJJ^J^IJJJ^^^^ 

give  and  bequeath,  to  my  said  executor,  Peter  Temple-  ^  one  child  at 

nuiii,  Esq.,  all  the  money  in  the  funds  over  which  I  have  the  niece's 

a.  disposing  power,  either  South-sea  stock.  Bank  stock,       to  that  one 

^jinuities,  or  any  other  Government  securities,  in  trust  only  child ;  and 

for  the  following  purposes  (that  is  to  say)  first  to  pay  all  JJJ'^"®/^^^^"''^ 

Jaay  just  debts:  and,  all  that  remains  afterwards,  I  give  as  the  niece 

-ko  the  said  Peter  Templeman,  Esq.,  upon  trust  for  the  should  appoint 

IbUowing  purposes,  (that  is  to  say)   upon  trust*  to  nfece  had  eleven 

hanmer  George  Warrington,  eldest  son  of  Jane  Eliza  children ;  three 

JVarrington,  1,600/.,  and  to  every  other  child  of  the  of  whom  died  in 

. ,   »         -r,..       -rrr      .  1     i  1       i-x       hcr  lifetime. 

»a\d  Jane  Eliza  Warrington,  whether  son  or  daughter,  ^g^  ^y^^^  ^\i 

the  children 
*  ^ic,  took  vested  in- 

terests, and,  as 
more  than  one  survived  their  mother,  there  was  no  divesting  of 
interests, 

T  4 
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1842.  that  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease  or  bom 

*        "  within  one  year  after,  800/. :  which  money  I  desire  my 

lEMPLEMAN     gj^jj  executoF  to  vcst  OF  place  in  the  funds  for  the  bene- 
nr        '  fit  of  the  said  childFen,  heFcby  empowering  him  to  lay 

ont  any  paFt  he  thinks  pFoper  for  any  of  the  children 
during  their  minority  or  for  their  education :  all  that 
remains  after  paying  the  above  debts  and  legacies,  I 
give  to  the  said  Peter  Tempkman,  Esq.,  upon  trust  to 
pay  the  dividends,  as  they  become  due,  to  Jane  JSUza 
Warrington,  wife  to  Hanmer  Warrtngtouj  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  and  not  subject  to  the  control,  debts, 
or  engagements  of  her  present  or  any  future  husband, 
and  her  receipt  alone  to  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  my 
executor  for  the  same :  I  further  will  and  desire  that  all 
my  property  in  the  funds  which  I  have  hereby  given  to 
my  friend  and  cousin  Jane  Eliza  Warrington  for  her 
life,  may,  after  her  death,  be  equally  divided  amongst  aU 
her  children,  whether  sons  or  daughters^  share  and  share 
alike.  In  case  it  should  happen  that  there  is  but  one 
child  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  said  Jane  JEXta 
Warrington,  then  to  go  to  that  one  only  child;  and,  in 
case  of  failure  of  issue,  to  go  as  she,  the  said  Jane  EUza 
Warrington,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  shall,  by  her 
last  will  and  testament,  direct.'* 

The  testatrix  died  in  June  1805,  leaving  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Warrington  her  surviving.  Mrs.  Warrington  had 
eleven  children,  four  of  whom  were  bom  before  and 
were  living  at  the  testatrix's  death;  the  others  were 
bom  afterwards.  Three  of  the  children  died  in  their 
mother's  lifetime.    The  mother  died  in  July  1841. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  three  deceased  children  wcfc  entitled  to  share  in 
the  residue  of  the  testatrix's  stock,  after  payment  of  her 
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debts  and  legacies,  equally  with  the  surviving  children ;  1849. 

or  whether  the  latter  were  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the      *        ' 
residue.  Tbmplmah 

Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Schomherg  and  Mr.  Bagsham,  W^a»i»OTO»* 
for  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased 
children : 

It  will  be  saidy  by  the  counsel  for  the  surviving  chil- 
dren,  that  the  testatrix  intended  those  children  only 
who  should  survive  Mrs.  Warringtonj  to  take  the  residue 
of  her  funded  property.  It  is  clear  that  all  the  children 
take  vested  interests  under  the  trusts  declared  of  the 
4^000/.:  for,  on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  fVarrington,  that  sum  is  to  be  equally  divided 
amongst  all  their  children,  share  and  share  alike :  and 
the  trust  of  the  residuary  funded  property  in  favour 
of  the  children,  is  expressed  in  the  same  words.  The 
question  then  is  whether,  under  the  concluding  words 
of  the  will,  the  interests  of  the  children  were  liable 
to  be  divested  on  their  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  their 
mother.  Now  it  is  a  well-established  rule  of  this 
Court,  not  to  give,  to  a  divesting  clause,  a  more  exten- 
sive meaning  than  it  strictly  bears;  but,  where  it  is 
to  take  effect  on  the  happening  of  a  particular  con- 
tingency, to  confine  its  operation  to  the  happening 
of  that  contingency.  In  this  case,  the  contingency, 
contemplated  by  the  testatrix,  of  there  being  only  one 
child  living  at  the  mother's  death,  has  not  happened. 
And,  therefore,  the  divesting  which  was  to  take  place 
on  the  happening  of  that  event  and  of  that  event  only, 
has  not  taken  place.  It  is  a  universal  rule,  in  construing 
written  instruments  of  every  description,  to  adhere  to 
what  is  expressed,  and  not  to  be  wise  beyond  what  is 
written.  If  the  framer  of  an  instrument  has  expressed 
a  certain  intention  on  the  happening  of  a  certain  event, 
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184a.  it  would  be  a  violation  both  of  common  justice  and  d 

common  sense  to  say  that  she  had  the  same  intention  00 

the  happening  of  a  different  event.     SmUher  v.  Wil 

Wakrinotoh.   ^c*(«);  Sturgess  v.  Pearson  {b);  Hulmey.  Hulme(e)\ 

Whittelly.Dudinid). 

Mr.  Bagshatoe  relied  on  Skey  v.  Barnes  (f).  He 
referred  also  to  Roebtxk  v.  Dean  (J'),  and  Browne  v. 
Lord  Kenyon  (g). 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Weld^  for  the  surviving  chil- 
dren of  Mrs.  Warrington f  said  that  there  was  no  gift,  to 
the  children,  until  the  period  of  division,  which  was  the 
death  of  their  mother;  and,  therefore^  none  of  them 
could  take  any  interest  m  her  lifetime. 

Mr.  Mylne  and  Mr.  Winterbottom  appeared  for  other 
parties. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

It  is  quite  plain  that  all  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Warrington  take  vested  interests,  in  the  4,000/.,  under 
the  first  clause  in  the  will.  The  words  of  the  last 
clause,  are  the  same  as  the  words  of  the  first,  down  to, 
"  share  and  share  alike :"  and,  therefore,  in  the  first 
instance,  vested  interests  are  given,  to  the  children,  by 
that  last  clause.  Then  the  rule  is  not  to  import,  into 
an  instrument,  more  of  contingency  than  is  expressed  in 
it ;  and  as  the  event  which  the  testatrix  contemplatedi 
namely,  that  there  might  be  only  one  child  livmg  at  the 
death  of  her  niece,  has  not  happened,  I  am  of  opinioo 

(a)  9  Ves.  233.  (0  3  Mer.  335. 

(6)  4  Madd.  411.  (/)  2  Ves.  jun.  365. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  IX.  p.  644.  (g)  3  Madd.  410. 

(d)  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  279. 
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that  the  rested  interests  which  the  children  took,  were  iS^2» 

not  divested  by  their  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  their 

mother.    The  trust-fund,  therefore,  must  be  divided     Templemam 

into  eleven  parts,  one  of  which  must  be  transferred  to  w^»»iwqxon 

the  personal  representatives  of  each  of  the  deceased 

children,  as  well  as  to  each  of  the  surviving  children. 

I*he  case  of  Skey  v.  Barnes  is  clearly  in  point 


LORD  BRAYBROOKE  v.  MEREDITH.  i5th'^Nov. 

•  and 

IN  April  1832,  Lord  KennngtoUj  being  seised  in  fee  of  ^843 : 

lands  in  Middlesex,  and  lessee,  for  certain  lives,  of  the  ^  puaiy. 

rectory  of  Llambister  in  Radnorshire^  mortgaged  the  Stamp. 

lands  and  rectory,  to  the  Plaintiffs,  to  secure  60,000  /.      Assignment. 
and  interest ;  and  Messrs.  Heptinstallsjid  Whittaher  were  m    tf 

appointed  receivers  of  the  rents  of  the  mortgaged  pre*  money. 

miFcs.    Whittaher  received  the  rents  of  the  Middlesex         . 

estates ;  and,  thereout,  paid  the  interest  of  the  60,000  /. ;  ^  sum  secured 
but  neither  he  nor  Heptinstall  acted   as  receiver  of  by  a  mortgage 

ii^  Radnorshire  estates.    The  Defendant  was  in  pos-  f^l'V^^l'  ^"°^ 

*         m  arrear,  tne 

sessionof  those  estates,  as  tenant  to  Lord  Kensington^  mortgagor 

a*  the  rent  of  1,060  /.  under  an  agreement  for  a  lease  ^^^}^  ^^  if*^®» 

dated  subsequently  to  the  mortgage.    The  bill,  how-  gagee  a  letter 

^^  represented  that  the  agreement  had  been  put  an  to  the  lessee  of 

«*»!  to,  and  that  the  Defendant  was  no  longer  in  pos-  ^rinff^^i^  to" 

pay  the  sum  in 
arrear,  to  the  mortgagee,  and  to  charge  it,  to  the  mortgagor,  in 
settling  for  the  tithes  of  the  current  year.  The  mortgagor  sent  the 
letter  to  the  lessee,  who  undertook  to  pay  the  amount  within 
a  certain  time.  The  payment,  however,  was  never  made.  Held 
diat  the  letter  was  not  an  assignment  in  equity,  to  the  mortgagee, 
of  a  debt  due  from  the  lessee  to  the  mortgagor,  but  was  an  order 
for  payment  of  money,  which  could  not  be  enforced,  because  it 
was  not  stamped. 
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session  of  the  rectory  as  tenant  to  Lord  Kamngtom^  but 
that  he  received  the  profits  of  it  as  his  Lordship's  agent 
or  receiver. 

In  1838,  Lord  Kensington  made  a  further  charge  on 
the  mortgaged  premisesi  for  securing  a  further  sum 
which  the  PlaintifTs  had  advanced  to  him :  and  the 
rents  of  the  Middlesex  estates  having,  thereby,  become 
insufficient  to  pay  the  interest  of  the  sums  secured,  the 
Plaintiffs  obtained,  from   Lord  Kemingion,  a  written 
order  requiring  Meredith  to  pay  700  {.  to  Messrs.  Howe^ 
Whittaker  ^  Tatham,  their  sohcitors.    The  order  was 
dated  the  20th  November  1838,  and  was  as  follows : 
<<  Please  to  remit  to  Messrs.  Howe,  Whittaker  if  Tat- 
ham,  700/.,  and  charge  it  in  the  account  with  me  id 
settling  for  the  present  year's  tithes  of  the  rectory  of 
Llambister. — Yours,  &c.  Kensington.*'     Whittaker  en- 
closed the  order  in  a  letter  to  Meredith,  in  which  he 
gave  the  latter  notice  of  the  mortgage  and  further 
charge  and  of  the  appointment  of  himself  and  Hepttn^ 
stall  to  be  receivers  of  the  property,  and  added  that,  if 
the  order  was  complied  with,  they  would  not  enter  intQ 
the  immediate  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  rectory.   On 
the  1st  of  December,  Meredith  wrote,  in  answer,  that 
he  was  not  then  prepared,  but  would  try  to  remit  the 
700/.  in  the  course  of  nine-tlays,  when  he  hoped  to  be 
able  to  arrange  matters  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  parties. 
He  did  not,  however,  make  the  remittance ;  but  the 
Plaintiffs,  in  consequence  of  his  promise  to  do  so,  suf^ 
fered  him  to  remain  in  the  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the 
rectory ;  and  he  had  received  the  same  to  the  amount 
of  1,600/. 


The  bill  prayed  for  an  account  of  all  the  sums  received^ 
by  Meredith,  in  respect  of  the  rectory,  since  the  1st  oi 
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December  1838 ;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  de- 
clared to  be  entitled  to  be  paid  the  700  L  thereont, 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Romilly,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  said 
that,  it  was  of  no  importance  whether  Meredith  was 
tenant  or  receiver  of  the  rectory ;  he  was  indebted  to 
Lord  Kensington  to  a  greater  amount  than  700  {. ;  and 
that  Lord  Kensington's  letter,  though  unstamped,  was 
valid  as  an  assignment  in  equity  of  part  of  the  debt. 
Row  v.  Dawson  {a);  Ex  parte  Alderson{b);  Lett  v. 
Morris  (c) ;  Ex  parte  South  (d) ;  Tibbets  v.  George  (e). 

Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  for  Meredith, 
■aid  that  Lord  Kensington's  letter  was  nothing  more 
than  an  order  for  payment  of  money,  and,  as  such, 
it  ought  to  have  been  stamped,  according  to  55  Geo.  3, 
c  184:  that,  Meredith's  letter  to  Whittaher  could  not 
be  construed  into  a  promise  to  pay  the  700/.;  and,  if 
it  could,  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  promise. 

Emiyy.  Collins  (e);  Butts  v.  Swann(f);  Firbank  v. 

BeUig). 

Mr.  Freeling  appeared  for  Lord  Kensington. 

The  Vice-Chancbllor  : 

It   appears,    from  the   pleadings,    admissions  and 
|itooft,  that,  in  April  1832,  the  Plaintiffs  became  mort- 
gagees in  fee  of  Lord  Kensington's  freeholds  of  in- 
A^mtance  at  Kensington,  and  mortgagees,  for  the  lives 
of  certain  cestuique  vies,  of  the  rectory,  glebe-lands  and 


1842. 

» V ' 

Lord 
Bratbrookb 

V. 

Meredith. 


1843: 
i({th  January. 


(fl)  1  Vez.  331. 

(6)  1  Madd.  53. 

(c)  ^iiie,Vd.IV.  p.  667. 

(i)  5  Add.  &  Ell.  107. 


(e)  6  M.  &  S.  144. 
(/)  3  Bred.  &  Bing.  78. 
(g)  1  Barn.  &  Aid.  36. 
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1843.  tithes  of  Llambister,  in  Radnorshire,  lie  mortgage 
were  to  secure  60,000  L,  and  Messrs.  Heptinstall  anc 
Whittaker  vpere  appointed  receivers  both  of  the  Ken 
sington  and  Radnorshire  estates.  Whittaker  acted  an< 
Meredith.  ^^  P^^  ^^  possession  of  the  Kensington  estates  a 
receiver.  The  receivers  did  not  meddle  with  the  Rod 
norshire  estates;  but  Lord  Kensington  was  allowed 
to  remain  in  possession  of  them.  The.  bill  represents 
thaty  after  April  1836,  Lord  Kensington  employed  the 
Defendant  Meredith  as  his  receiver  of  the  Radnorshin 
estates,  and  that,  on  and  before  the  1st  of  December 
1838,  a  balance  was  due  to  Lord  Kensington,  from 
Meredith,  in  respect  of  his  receipts.  But  though  the 
bill  so  represents  it,  the  passages  read  by  the  Plaintifff, 
from  Meredith*s  answer,  show  that  Meredith  was  not 
receiver,  but  was  tenant  of  the  Radnorshire  estates; 
and,  if  he  owed  Lord  Kensington  any  thing,  he  owed  it 
as  rent.  In  April  1838  further  sums  amounting,  alto- 
gether, to  14,277  {.  6s.  2d.,  were  advanced,  by  the 
mortgagees,  to  Lord  Kensington ;  and  were  secured  by 
a  further  charge  on  the  Kensington  and  Radnorshire 
estates.  The  rents  and  profits  of  the  Kensington  estates, 
were  not  sufficient  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the 
increased  mortgage  money ;  there  was  a  deficiency  to 
the  amount  of  735/.  yearly  or  thereabouts:  and,  in 
November  1838,  there  was  due,  to  the  mortgagees,  foi 
interest  up  to  the  preceding  8th  of  October,  1,584/. 
4s.  5d.  Mr.  Whittaker,  with  his  partner  or  partnen, 
was  solicitor  to  the  mortgagees,  and,  supposing  that 
Meredith  was  receiver  of  the  Radnorshire  estates,  seat 
him  the  letter  of  the  29th  November  1838  with  Lord 
Kensington'^  order  written  on  the  fly-leaf;  which  Mere- 
dith answered  by  his  letter  of  the  1st  of  December;  and 
the  other  letters  in  the  admissions  followed. 
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If  the  order  was  a  valid  order,  it  would  have  bound 
Meredith  to  the  extent  of  the  money  in  his  hands.  But 
an  objection  is  taken  that  it  is  void  for  want  of  a  stamp. 

The  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  sched.  1,  after  imposing  a 
stamp  duty  on  inland  bills  of  exchange,  says  all  bills, 
drafts  or  orders  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money 
out  of  any  particular  fund  which  may  or  may  not  be 
available,  or  upon  any  condition  or  contingency  which 
may  or  may  not  be  performed  or  happen,  if  the  same 
shall  be  made  payable  to  the  bearer  or  to  order,  or  if 
the  same  shall  be  delivered  to  the  payee,  shall  pay  the 
same  duty  as  on  a  bill  on  demand.  The  order  seems, 
primd  facie,  within  the  words  of  the  Act :  and,  with 
respect  to  authorities,  the  case  seems  to  me  not  distin^ 
guishable  from  Emly  v.  Collins,  The  Court,  there,  said: 
**  This  is  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  out  of  a 
particular  fund,  and  does  not  stipulate  for  the  doing  of 
any  collateral  act.  We  should  have  been  very,  glad  to 
have  been  able  to  give  it  effect  if  we  could.'*  In  Fin- 
bank  V.  BeU,  Lord  Ellenborough  said  that  it  was  the 
object  of  the  Legislature  in  framing  this  provision,  to 
treat  as  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  and  to 
subject  to  a  stamp  duty,  such  instruments  as,  being 
payable  on  a  contingency  or  out  of  a  particular  fund, 
could  not,  in  strictness,  fall  under  that  denomination. 
The  same  view  was  taken,  in  1820,  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  Butts  v.  Swatm.  The  certificate  in 
Jones  V.  Simpson  (A),  in  1823,  turned  upon  the  48  Geo.  3, 
C.  149. 


1843. 
Lord 

BUAYBaoOKE 
V, 

Meredith. 


Now,  the  order  in  question  was,  in  effect,  an  order  to 
pay  700  {.  out  of  the  money  due  to  Lord  Kensington, 


(^h)  2  Barn,  &  Cress.  318. 
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in  .the  hands  of  MeredUk,  for  the  then  year's  tithes : 
and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  within  the  Act  of  66  Geo.  8, 
and,  therefore,  void  for  want  of  a  stamp.  Consequently 
Meredith  was  not  bound  by  the  order. 

If  he  was  not  bound  by  the  order,  it  is  said  that  he 
was  bound  by  his  promise.  To  which  it  is  answered 
that,  taking  his  letter  of  the  1st  of  December  to  be  a 
promise,  there  was  no  consideration  for  it  And  I  rather 
think  that  is  so :  for  what  Mr.  Whittaker  held  out  was 
that,  if  Meredith  would  pay  the  money,  he  should  not 
be  turned  out  of  the  receivership.  But,  in  fact,  he  was 
not  in  possession  as  receiver,  but  as  tenant.  Therefore 
there  was  no  considei-ation ;  and  the  Plaintiff's  bill 
can  not  be  sustained. 


I  do  not  think  that  there  was  much  wisdom  in  filing 
the  bill,  and,  certainly,  there  is  no  honesty  in  the 
defence.  Therefore  I  order  the  bill  to  be  dismissed 
without  costs. 
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PERKINS  AND  OTHERS  v.  THE  DEPTFORD         1843: 

PIER  COMPANY.  HthJanuajy. 

"p  Priority  of 

DY  a  local  Act  of  Parliament  (6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  13)     incumbrances. 

a  company  was  incorporated  for  making  and  maintain-       Debeniure 
ing  a  pier  and  other  works  at  Deptford  in  Kent^  and  y^^^  * 

was  empowered  to  raise  60,000 1,  for  the  purposes  of  the    (morigage  of). 
undertaking,  by  the  sale  of  shares,  and  the  further  sum  ^  ^~!f  ^a 
ofUflOOl.  to  be  secui*ed  by  assignments  by  way  of  mort-  pier  Company, 
gage,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Act,  of  the  tolls,  under  the  pow- 
rates,  and  duties  to  be  raised  under  the  Act :  but  the  ^^  Parliament 
mortgagees  of  the  tolls,  &c.  were  not  to  be  preferred,  issued  deben- 
one  to  another,  on  account  of  the  priorities  of  their  re-  ^^ey  morteag^ 
spective  securities,  or  on  any  other  account.  their  tolls  to 

persons  who 

The  Plaintiffs  were  the  persons  to  whom  the  company  ^^^  ^^"^  ^^^J^ 
,   ,       ,  ..  ,        „      .  .  •     money  for  the 

ntdmade  mortgages  of  the  tolls,  m  1837  and  1839,  m  purposes  of 

pwsuance  of  the  Act.    The   Defendants  Leeson  and  their  undertak- 

Pridiard  were,  severally,  creditors  of  the  company  in  re-  creditorrof  the 

Bpect  of  the  purchase-monies  of  part  of  the  lands  which  company,  who 

tke  company  had  bought,  in  1836,  for  the  purposes  of  *^^^  jj^^^^i^g""^^ 

tbeir  undertaking,  but  were  unable  to  pay  for.     Leeson,  recovered  judg- 

who  was  the  vendor  of  part  of  those  lands,  had  no  legal  ments  in 

•ecurity  for  the  money  due  to  him :  but  Prickard,  who  fhe  comS^^ 

^  advanced  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  for  (which  were 

toother  part  of  those  lands,  had  taken,  from  the  com-  undefended), 
i^.  ,  /     ,  \  for  the  debts 

pany,  a  mortgage  thereon  for  the  amount  ^ue  to  them. 

Whereupon 
the  debenture-creditors  filed  a  bill  against  them  and  the  company, 
alleging  that  they  themselves  had  the  first  charge  on  the  lands  of 
the  company,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  actions  colluded  with 
the  directors  of  the  company,  and  intended  to  sue  out  eiegits  and 
to  take  possession  of  the  lands  of  the  company ;  and  praying  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  them  from  so  doing,  and  for  a  receiver  of 
the  tolls.  A  demurrer  to  the  bill,  for  want  of  equity,  was  allowed. 
V0L.XIU.  u 
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The  company  afterwards  became  embarrassed  in  their 
affairs,  and,  being  about  to  abandon  their  undertaking 
and  to  sell  their  lands  for  payment  of  their  debts,  the 
bill  was  filed  charging  that  Leeson  and  Prichard,  in 
collusion  with  the  directors  of  the  company  and  with  a 
view  of  unfairly  prejudicing  the  claims  of  the  Pluntifi 
as  mortgagees  of  the  tolls  Sec.  had  entered  into  an 
agreement,  with  the  directors,  securing,  to  Leeson  and 
Prichard,  priority  in  the  payment  of  the  debts  due  to 
them,  over  the  other  debts  of  the  company ;  and  that,  in 
pursuance  of  such  collusion,  they  had  brought  actions, 
against  the  company,  for  the  sums  due  to  them  respec- 
tively ;  that  the  company  did  not  defend  the  actions,  and 
Leeson  and  Prichard  obtained  judgment  therein,  and  in- 
tended to  sue  out  elegits  thereon,  and,  thereby,  to  obtain 
possession  of  the  company's  lands :  that  the  Plaintiffs 
accepted  their  debentures  or  mortgages  of  the  tolls,  upon 
the  faith  that  the  undertaking  would  be  proceeded  with, 
and  that  the  monies  arising  therefrom,  would  be  appUed 
in  satisfaction  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  to  them: 
that  the  company  ought  not  to  abandon  the  undertaking, 
without  making  due  provision  for  the  payment  of  the 
monies  charged  thereon :  that  the  Plaintiffs,  by  means 
of  their  securities,  had  the  first  charge  on  all  the  lands 
that  had  been  conveyed  to  the  company,  and  that  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof  ought  to  be  applied,  in  the 
first  instance,  in  payment  of  what  was  due  to  them. 
The  bill  prayed  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  declared  to 
be  the  fii*st  incumbrancers  upon  such  of  the  lands  as  kad 
been  conveyed  to  the  compauxfy  and  to  have  an  equitable 
lien,  subject  to  Prichard's  mortgage,  on  such  of  thence 
as  had  been  conveyed  to  Prichard ;  that  the  Plaintiff^ 
might  be  paid  what  was  due  to  them  on  their  securities   ^ 
and  that  Leeson  and  Prichard  might  be  restrained  froi^^ 
suing  out  execution  on  their  judgments ;  and  for  a  r^  - 
ceiver  of  the  tolls. 
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Prichard  demurredy  to  the  bill,  for  want  of  equity 
and  CD  other  grounds. 

Mr.  Wilkock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  for  want  of 
equity,  said  that  the  only  right  which  a  second  incum- 
brancer had  against  the  first,  was  to  redeem  him  and  to 
get  an  assignment  of  his  security ;  and  that  there  was 
no  instance  of  a  second  incumbrancer  alleging  the  sub- 
sistence of  a  prior  mortgage,  and  asking  the  Court  to 
prevent  the  mortgagee  from  availing  himself  of  his  legal 
title  and  to  put  a  receiver  upon  the  estate :  that,  when- 
ever a  receiver  was  appointed,  it  was  always  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  prior  mortgagee.  Whit- 
worth  V.  Gaugcdn  {a). 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Twells,  in  support  of  the  bill, 

said  that  the  Plaintiffs  did  not  seek  to  interfere  either 

with  the  lands  comprised  in  Prichard's  mortgage  or 

with  the  lands  which  Leeson  had  sold  to  the  company ; 

that  it  appeared,  from  the  bill,  that  the  company  had 

other  lands  which  had  been  conveyed  to  them,  and  that 

the  Plaintiffs  sought  to  establish  a  lien  on  those  lands 

only ;  that,  though  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to 

those  lands  at  law,  yet  they  were  entitled  to  the  tolls,  in 

pnority  to  any  other  person ;  and,  if  the  Defendants  got 

possession  of  the  lands  by  virtue  of  their  elegits,  they 

would,  in  effect,  take  the  tolls,  on  the  security  of  which 

the  Plaintiffs  had  advanced  their  money;  for,  if  the 

lands  were  taken,  nothing  would  remain  for  the  tolls  to 

'^ue  out  of;  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  debentures,  the 

principal  thereby  secured  was  not  payable  until  October 

IB44,  and  that,  in  the  meantime,  the  Plaintiffs  had  no 

f^Oiedy,  at  law,  for  the  interest.    Pontet  v.  The  Basing^ 

O')  Craig,  k,  Phill,  325.     Reported,  on  the  hearing  of  the 
^^*a«,  3  Hare,  416. 

u  2 
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stoke  Canal  Company  (Jb)\  Doe  v.  The  St.  Helenas  Rail- 
way Company  {c);  MelUsh  v.  Broo1u(d)\  Hodges  v. 
Croydon  Canal  Company  (c). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
I  do  not  understand  how  the  Plaintiffs  have  any  sort 
of  claim  upon  the  property  of  the  company,  except  that 
which  they  derive  from  the  debentures. 

The  Act  of  Parliament  authorizes  the  company  to 
raise  money  by  mortgage  in  a  given  form ;  and  the  bill 
represents  the  debentures,  taken  by  the  Plaintiffs,  to  be 
according  to  that  form.  The  words  of  the  Act  are : 
''  That,  in  case  the  company  shall  be  desirous  of  raising, 
by  debentures,  upon  the  credit  of  the  undertaking,  a 
further  sum,  not  exceeding  25,000  /.,  and  shall  make  an 
order  or  enter  into  a  resolution  to  that  effect,  at  any 
general  or  special  general  meeting  of  the  company  to 
be  called  for  that  purpose,  then  that  it  shall  be  lawfiil 
for  the  directors  of  the  company,  pursuant  to  such  order 
or  resolution,  to  borrow  or  take  up  at  interest  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money  not  exceeding,  in  the  whole,  the  sam 
of  25,0002.,  or  any  part  thereof,  upon  the  credit  of  the 
undertaking,  as  to  them  shall  seem  meet  and  conve- 
nient ;  and  the  said  directors  are  hereby,  accordingly, 
fully  authorized  and  empowered  to  assign  over,  by  way 
of  mortgage,  to  any  person  lending  such  money,  the 
several  tolls,  rates  and  duties  to  be  raised  under  or  by 
virtue  of  this  Act,  or  any  part  thereof."  But  the  Act 
says  nothing  about  raising  money  by  mortgage  of  the 
lands. 

Then  the  transaction  with  Prichard  seems  to  be  this. 
The  company,  being  desirous  to  purchase  some  lands^ 


(6)-3Bing.  N.C.  433. 
(c)  1  Gale  &  Dav.  602. 


{d)  3  Beav.  32. 
(e)  Ibid.  86. 
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were  not  able  to  advance  money  to  complete  the  con- 
tract,  and,  therefore,  applied  to  Prichard  to  lend  them 
the  money :  and  then  a  conveyance  was  made  to  him,  by 
way  of  mortgage,  to  secure  the  repayment  of  his  ad- 
vances, and^  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  the  company. 
Then  it  Ls  stated  that  the  company  purchased  other 
lands:  but  I  do  not  understand  that  the  Plaintiffs 
thought  it  right  to  take  any  other  security  for  the  money 
they  had  lent  to  the  company^  than  the  security  upon 
the  tolls,  rates  and  duties. 
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Then  it  is  said  that  there  was  collusion  between 
Ltesan  and  Prichard,  and  the  directors,  which  is  exem- 
plified by  the  fact  that  they  brought  two  actions  against 
the  company  (which  they  had  a  right  do)  for  the  money 
lent  by  them  to  the  company,  and  that  they  recovered 
judgments  in  the  actions.  I  cannot  comprehend  why 
the  court  should  interfere  with  that  transaction,  which  is 
perfectly  right  and  fair.  Supposing  that  the  du'ectors 
and  Leesan  and  Prichard  had  met  together,  and  the 
former  had  said :  '^  Your  mortgages  are  not  sufficient ; 
you  had  better  bring  actions  against  the  company,  and 
recover  judgment,  and  take  out  execution  on  any  pro- 
perty of  the  company  that  you  can  make  available  i** 
Uiere  would  have  been  no  dishonesty  in  tliat.  If  the 
Plaintiffs  really  meant  to  have  security  on  the  lands  of 
the  company,  they  might  have  had  it.  But  they  file  a 
Ull,  because  they  have  a  lien  on  the  tolls ;  and  they 
say  that  there  cannot  be  any  tolls  if  there  is  no  land  ; 
and  these  persons  who  first  of  all  bethought  them- 
selves of  taking  a  mortgage  on  the  land,  may,  by  taking 
the  land,  prevent  the  raising  of  the  tolls.     But  suppose 

that  they  do:  they  will  be  only  using  the  powers  which 

they  lawfully  may  use. 

u  3 
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I  think,  therefore,  that  no  equity,  whatever,  arises  to 
the  Plaintiffs  in  that  respect,  and  that  they  have  no 
other  right  to  the  lands  in  mortgage  or  subject  to  the 
judgments  of  Leeson  and  Prichard,  than  that  which  is 
to  be  inferred  from  the  circuitous  way  in  which  they 
have  taken  security  by  debentures  on  the  tolls.  I  shall 
therefore  allow  the  demurrer  on  the  general  ground. 


1843: 
17tliand  18th 
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> ^ * 
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THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  t;.  FOSTER. 

In  December  1837,  an  information  relating  to  the 
Manchester  Free-school,  was  filed,  to  which  Dr.  JBb- 
dale  and  Dr.  Richards,  the  then  master  and  usher,  were 
two  of  the  Defendants.  The  cause  was  heard  befiwre 
Lord  Cottenham,  C,  on  the  6th  of  December  1839: 
but  judgment  was  reserved.  On  the  25th  of  the  same 
month.  Dr.  Elsdale  resigned,  and  Dr.  Richards  was 
appointed  master,  and  Mr.  Germon,  usher  of  the  school. 


On  the  5th 
December 
1839,  an  infor- 
mation relating 
to  a  free-school, 

to  which  the  master  and  usher  were  two  of  the  defendants,  was 
heard,  but  judgment  was  reserved.  Shortly  aAerwards,  the  roaster 
and  usher  resigned,  and  a  new  master  and  usher  were  appointed. 
In  November  1840  judgment  was  pronounced,  but  the  decree  was 
not  drawn  up.  In  March  following,  an  original  information  in 
the  nature  of  a  supplemental  one,  was  filed  against  the  new  master 
and  usher,  praying  the  same  relief  against  them  as  was  prayed  by 
the  former  inu>rmation,  and  as  the  informant  would  have  been 
entitled  to  against  their  predecedsors.  In  May  following,  the 
minutes  of  the  decree  on  the  prior  information,  were  finally  setled; 
and,  under  an  order,  to  which  the  new  master  and  usher  were  not 

Sarties,  the  decree  was  dated  the  5th  of  December  1839.  In 
anuary  1842  the  new  master  and  usher  put  in  their  answer, 
suting  new  matter,  in  order  to  show  that  the  relief  prayed  by  the 
information  against  them,  ought  not  to  be  granted.  Held  that 
they  were  at  liberty  so  to  do ;  and,  consequently,  that  their 
answer  was  not  impertinent. 
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In  November  1840  Lord  Cottenham  delivered  his  judg- 
ment,  but  the  decree  was  not  drawn  up  until  the  time 
after  mentioned. 

Ill  March  1841  the  information  mentioned  in  the 
title  of  this  case,  was  filed,  in  order  to  bring  before  the 
Court  the  new  master  and  usher,  together  with  Mr. 
Faster  and  two  other  gentlemen,  who  had  been  ap- 
pointed trustees  of  the  school,  before  the  prior  informa- 
tion was  heard. 
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The  information  in  the  AUorney-general  v.  Foster, 
prayed  the  same  relief  against  the  Defendants  thereto 
as  was  prayed  by  the  former  information  and  as  the 
informant  would  have  been  entitled  to  against  their  pre- 
decessors respectively. 

In  May  1841,  the  minutes  of  the  decree  in  pursuance 
of  Lord  CoUenham'8  judgment,  were  finally  settled; 
and,  by  an  order,  to  which  none  of  the  Defendants  in  the 
Attorney-general  v.  Foster  was  a  party,  that  decree  was 
made  to  bear  date  the  5th  of  December  1839. 


In  January  1842,  the  new  master  and  usher  put  in  a 
joint  answer,  stating,  amongst  other  things,  certain  mat- 
ters (some  of  which  had  been  recently  ascertained,  and 
others  had  recently  occurred),  in  order  to  show  that  the 
prayer  of  the  last-mentioned  information  ought  not  to  be 
granted.  The  answer  was  excepted  to  for  impertinence  * ; 
and,  the  Master  having  allowed  the  exceptions,  the  De- 
fendants excepted  to  his  report. 

•  The  answer  of  the  three  new  trustees,  also,  was  excepted 
to  on  the  same  ground.  The  Master  overruled  those  excep- 
tions ;  and  exceptions  to  his  report  were  over-ruled  by  Sir 
James  IVigrum,  V.C.     See  a  Hare,  81. 
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Sir  Charki  Wetherell  and  Mr.  LUtle,  in  support  of 
the  exceptions : 

The  new  master  and  usher  were  not  bound  by  the 
answer  of  their  predecessors,  but  were  at  liberty  to 
make  a  new  and  original  defence  to  the  information 
filed  against  them :  for  there  was  no  privity  between 
them  and  the  former  master  and  usher:  they  were 
appointed  by  the  president  of  Corptis  Chrisii  College, 
Oxford,  in  whom  the  nomination  of  the  master  and 
usher  is  vested  by  the  foundation  deed  made  in  the 
reign  of  Henry  8th.    The  information  in  this  case,  falls 
within  the  description  of  the  bill  mentioned  by  Lord 
Sedesdale,  Treat,  on  Plead,  p.  67,  edit.  4th,  where  that 
learned  author  says :   "  If,  by  any  event,  the  whole 
interest  of  a  defendant  b  entirely  determined,    and 
the  same  interest  is  become  vested  in  another,  by  a 
title  not  derived  from   the  former  party,   as  in   the 
case  of  succession  to  a  bishopric  or  benefice,  or  of  the 
determination  of  an  estate-tail   and  the  vesting  of  a 
subsequent  remainder  in  possession,  the  benefit  of  the 
suit  against  the  person  becoming  entitled  by  the  event 
described,  must  be  obtained  by  original  bill  in  the 
nature  of  a  supplemental  bill;  though,  if  the  defendant 
whose  interest  has  thus  determined,  is  not  the  sole  de- 
fendant, the  new  bill  is  supplemental  as  to  the  rest  of 
the  suit,  and  is  so  termed  and  considered.''    And  at 
page  72,  his  Lordship  says :  ''  There  seems  to  be  this 
difference  between  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a 
bill  of  revivor  and  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a 
supplemental  bill.     Upon  the  first,  the  benefit  of  the 
former  proceedings  is  absolutely  obtained,  so  that  the 
pleadings  in  the  first  cause,  and  the  depositions  of 
witnesses,  if  any  have  been  taken,  may  be  used  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  filed  or  taken  in  the  second  cause : 
and,  if  any  decree  has  been  made  in  the  first  cause,  the 
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fiame  decree  shall  be  made  in  the  second.    But,  in  the 
other  case,  a  new  defence  may  be  made ;  the  pleadings 
and  depositions  cannot  be  used  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  filed  or  taken  in  the  same  cause ;  and  the  decree,  if 
any  has  been  obtained,  is  no  otherwise  of  advantage 
than  as  it  may  be  an  inducement  to  the  Court  to  make  a 
similar  decree/*    In  page  98,  there  is  this  further  state- 
ment with  reference  to  the  distinction  between  a  bill  of 
revivor  and  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supple- 
mental bill.    ''  It  has  been  also  mentioned  that  if  the 
interest  of  a  plaintiff  or  defendant,  suing  or  defending 
in  his  own  right,  wholly  determines,  and  the  same  pro- 
perty becomes  vested  in  another  person  not  claiming 
fmder  him,  the  suit  cannot  be  supplied  by  a  supple- 
mental bill ;  but  that,  by  an  original  bill  in  the  nature 
of  a  supplemental  bill,  the  benefit  of  the  former  pro* 
ceedmgs  may  be  obtained.    A  bill  for  this  purpose 
must  state  the  original  bill,  the  proceedmgs  upon  it, 
the  event  which  has  determined  the  interest  of  the 
party  by  or  against  whom  the  former  bill  was  exhibited, 
and  the  manner  in  which  the  property  has  vested  in  the 
person  become  entitled.    It  must  then  show  the  ground 
upon  which  the  Court  ought  to  grant  the  benefit  of  the 
former  suit  to  or  against  the  person  so  become  entitled ; 
and  pray  the  decree  of  the  Court  adapted  to  the  case 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  new  bill.    This  bill,  though  par* 
taking  of  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill,  is  not  an 
addition  to  the  original  bill,  but  another  original  bill, 
which,  in  its  consequences,    may  draw  to  itself  the 
advantage  of  the   proceedings   on  the   former  bill.'' 
Those  passages  and  the  case  of  JJoyd  v.  Johnes  (a) 
contain  the  doctrine  which  must  guide  the  Court  in 
deciding   upon  the    present  exceptions. — [The    Vice- 
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Chancellor:  Is  the  matter  which  is  made  the  subject 
of  exception,  contained  in  the  answer  of  the  late 
master?] — ^The  matter  of  the  first  exception  commences 
with  Lord  Cotienham^B  judgment  in  November  1840: 
that,  of  course,  could  not  be  contained  in  the  answer 
of  the  late  master;  nor  could  any  part  of  the  matter 
to  which  the  second  and  third  exceptions  relate,  be 
contained  in  that  answer  *• 


Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.   Mylne,  in 
support  of  the  report : 

This  information  is  wholly  founded  on  the  basis  of 
the  decree  which  now,  on  the  records  of  this  court, 
bears  the  date  of  the  5th  of  December  1830 :  and  the 
Court  must  consider  that  decree  as  entirely  binding. — 
[The  Vice'Chancellor :  It  will  certainly  bind  those  who 
were  parties  to  the  suit  at  the  time  when  it  was  pro- 
nounced. As  there  was  no  privity  between  the  present 
master  and  usher  and  the  late  master  and  usher,  so  that 
the  suit  could  not  be  continued  by  bill  of  revivor,  the 
question  is  whether  they  have  not  a  right  to  make  a 
new  defence  to  the  decree.] — Lord  Cottenham^s  jndg' 
ment  was  pronounced  in  the  presence  of  counsel  for 
Elsdale  the  then  head  master,  and  Richards  the  then 
usher;  they  were  represented  at  the  hearing  and  took 
part  in  the  argument  against  the  information  ;  how  then 
can  their  successors  contest  the  propriety  of  the  decree  ? 
All  persons  who  succeed  to  an  office,  are  bound  by  a  de- 
cree pronounced  against  their  predecessors  in  that  office. 

*  The  substance  of  the  matter  uhich  was  comprised  in  the 
exceptions  to  the  answer  of  the  three  new  trustees,  is  stated, 
in  2  Hare,  p.  87.  The  same  matter  was  contained  in  the 
answer  of  Ar'j^a;  (if  and  Curmon,  and  formed  the  subject  of 
tlie  cxciptioiis  to  tlieir  answc^r. 
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No  such  person  can  Bay,  bo  long  as  that  decree  remains 
unreversedy  that  it  is  not  binding  upon  him.  All  that 
we  ask  by  the  present  information,  is  to  enforce,  against 
the  present  master  and  usher,  the  decree  that  was  made 
against  the  late  master  and  usher.  Nanney  v.  Totty  (&) ; 
Wagttaff  v.  Bryan  (c) ;  Devaynes  y.  Morris  (d) ;  Lang- 
hy  V.  Fisher  (e). 


1843. 


Attorney- 
General 

V. 

Foster. 


At  the  conclusion  of  Mr.  Bethell's  argument*  the 
Vice-ChanceUor  said :  "  Suppose  that,  afler  liOrd  Cot^ 
ienham  had  made  his  decree,  an  Act  of  Parliament  had 
been  passed  which  gave  new  rights  to  the  master  and 
usher,  and  they  had  ground  to  say  that  the  law  was  so 
altered,  by  the  Act,  that  rights  were  given  to  them 
which  the  decree  took  away :  and  suppose  that  a  bill  of 
supplement  was  filed  to  carry  the  former  decree  into 
execution:  it  cannot,  surely,  be  disputed  that,  under 
such  circumstances,  the  master  and  usher  would  be  at 
liberty  to  put  in  an  answer  and  to  insist  on  their  con- 
struction of  the  Act  of  Parliament." 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  in  support  of  the 
report, 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  without  hearing  Sir  C. 
Welherell  in  reply,  delivered  judgment  as  fol- 
lows: 
My  opinion  is,  upon  the  authority  of  Lord  JEldon,  in 
that  passage  in  Lhyd  y.Johne${f\  where  he  expresses 
an  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  a  bill  in  the  nature  of 
a  bill  of  supplement  against  a  person  who  has  newly 


{h)  1 1  Price,  1 1 7. 

\c)  1  Uu8s.  &  Myl.  38. 

[d)  1  Myl.  &Cr. '213. 


(c)  Ant€^  Vol.  X.  p.  345. 
(/)  9  Ves.  pp.  69"  and  60. 
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come  f  n  esse  as  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  that  thougb, 
as  he  says,  under  some  circumstances  the  former  pro- 
ceedings are  to  be  taken  both  for  and  against  that  per- 
son, yet  it  is  competent  for  him  to  make  a  new  case. 

I  do  not  understand  that  the  two  Defendants  m  this 
case  come  in  by  any  sort  of  privity  with  their  predeces- 
sors. As  soon  as  they  were  appointed  by  the  president 
of  Corpus  ChrisH  College,  they  came  into  offices  which 
were  the  same  as  their  predecessors  had  held,  but  not 
by  reason  of  any  privity  with  their  predecessors.  It 
seems  to  me  to  be  the  same  case  as  with  r^ard  to  a 
bishop  or  a  parson.  If  a  decree  were  made  in  a  cause 
in  which  a  parson  was  a  defendant,  and  then,  the  decree 
being  unexecuted,  a  change  in  the  office  takes  place, 
and  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill, 
is  filed  against  the  new  incumbent,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  very  fact  of  filing  the  bill,  admits  that  the  Defendant 
may  make  a  defence. 

All  that  these  gentlemen,  as  I  understand  it,  have 
done  in  their  answer,  is  this :  they  state  some  circum- 
stances which  may  or  may  not  have  the  efiect  of  show- 
ing that,  though  the  decree  in  the  original  cause  was 
right,  which  they  do  not  dispute,  yet  that  that  decree 
ought  not  to  be  binding  upon  them  :  that  is  all.    And 
I  can  conceive  a  great  variety  of  circumstances  which 
might  tend  to  show  that  the  decree  in  the  original  cause 
was  clearly  right,  that  is,  was  right  with  reference  to 
the  things  alleged  and  proved  in  that  cause ;  but  when 
the  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill  is 
filed  against  persons  who  come  into  the  same  office, 
but  not  by  reason  of  any  privity  with  the  former  holders 
of  the  office,  and  the  question  is  whether  the  decree 
shall  be  prosecuted  against  them ;  they  may  show  many 
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reasons  why  that  decree  should  not  be  carried   into 
effect  against  them. 

And,  if  there  is  any  portion  of  any  one  of  these  ex- 
ceptions, which  would  at  all  have  the  effect  of  showing 
that  the  decree  ought  not  to  be  carried  into  effect 
against  the  new  master  and  the  new  under  master,  my 
opinion  is  that  the  exceptions  must  be  allowed ;  be- 
cause the  Master  of  the  Court  has  found,  generally, 
that  all  the  exceptions  ought  to  be  allowed.  There  has 
been  no  analysis  made  of  the  matter  excepted  to,  in 
order  to  point  out  what  might  or  what  might  not  be  taken 
&8  a  reason  why  the  decree  should  not  be  binding ;  and 
I  do  not  apprehend  that  I  am  now  to  determine,  whe- 
ther or  not  what  is  alleged  by  way  of  defence,  would  or 
would  not  be  a  good  defence  at  the  hearing.  But  it  is 
not  alleged  that  some  of  these  matters  may  not  (but  for 
the  proposition  of  law  which  has  been  asserted)  be  such 
as  would  induce  the  Court  to  say  that  the  former  de- 
cree, though  right  in  the  cause  in  which  it  was  pro- 
nounced, should  not  be  carried  into  effect  as  against 
these  two  Defendants. 


184;^ 

Attorney- 
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My  own  opinion  is  against  the  JUaster^s  judgment, 
and,  therefore,  I  shall  allow  the  exceptions. 
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John  spencer,  the  grandfather  of  the  Plaintiffs. 
Fmniy  and  Laura  Cooper^  made  his  will  dated  the 
18th  of  January  1806,  and,  after  bequeathing  certain 
specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  proceeded  thus :  "  All 
the  residue  and  rest  of  my  effects  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  executrix 
and  executors  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  annual  pro- 
duce thereof,  to  and  for  the  use  of  my  dear  wife  and  the 
maintenance  of  my  daughter,  during  her  minority  and 
during  the  life  of  my  said  wife ;  but,  in  case  of  the  annual 
produce  of  such  produce'*^  being  120/.,  then  in  trust  to 
pay  and  apply  the  sum  of  20/.  a  year,  to  and  for  my 
said  daughter  when  she  shall  arrive  at  the  age  of  21 
years  until  the  death  of  her  said  mother :  in  case  she 
shall  survive  her  said  mother,  my  will  and  mind  is  that 
the  whole  of  my  said  estate  and  property,  shall  go  and 
be  paid,  to  my  said  daughter  at  the  death  of  her  said 
mother;  and  my  will  and  mind  further  is  that,  in  case 

•Sic. 


1843: 

18th,  35th, 

and 

36th  January. 

' M ' 

Next  of  kin. 
Nearest  of 

blood. 

Civil  and 

Canon  law. 

Will. 
Construction, 

The  Master  waa 
directed  to  in- 
Quire  who  were 
tne  nearest  in 
blood  of  a  tes- 
tator ex  parte 
paterna^Siia 
certain  period. 
Held  that 

*  nearest  of 
blood'  and 

•  next  of  kin  * 
were  synony- 
mous terras, 
and,  as  the  suit 
related  to  per- 
sonal estate,  that  the  Master  ought  to  follow  the  civil  and  not  the 
canon-law  mode  of  computation  in  prosecuting  the  inquiry. 

Testator  bequeathed  hh  residue  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  daughter  absolutely ;  but  if  his  wife  survived  his  daughter, 
then,  at  his  wife's  death,  one-third  of  the  capital  was  to  go  accord- 
ing to  her  will,  and  the  other  two-thirds  were  to  go  and  be  paid : 
'•  to  my  other  the  next  of  kin  of  my  paternal  line."  The  daughter 
was  the  testator's  sole  next  of  kin  at  his  death ;  and  exclusive  of 
her,  the  testator's  brothers  were  his  next  of  kin  at  the  same  time. 
At  the  death  of  the  widow  (who  survived  the  daughter),  the  daugh- 
ter's children  were  the  testator's  next  of  kin  according  to  the 
Statute,  but  they  and  the  testator^s  brothers  were  his  nearest  of 
km,  all  of  them  being  his  relations  in  the  second  degree.  Held 
that  the  brothers,  as  well  as  the  children,  were  entitled  to  the 
two-thirds  of  the  residue. 
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my  said  wife  shall  survive  my  said  daughter,  then  my 
said  trustees  shall  pay  the  whole  of  the  annual  produce 
of  my  said  estate,  to  my  said  wife,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  her  natural  life ;  and  that,  at  her  decease,  a 
tbird  part  be  paid  and  applied  according  to  her  last 
will  and  testament;  and  the  other  two-thirds,  I  will 
shall  go  and  be  paid  to  my  other  the  next  of  kin  of  my 
paternal  line." 

The  testator  died  possessed  of  personal  estate  only, 
leaving  his  wife  and  daughter,  and  three  brothers  and 
a  sister,  surviving.  The  daughter  married  in  1H30, 
and  died  in  1834,  leaving  the  Plaintiffs,  her  daughters 
and  only  issue.    The  widow  died  in  1838. 

The  bill  was  filed  against  the  testator's  surviving 
executors,  the  personal  representatives  of  his  daughter 
and  widow,  and  one  of  his  surviving  brothers  *,  praying 
that  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  parties  to  and  in  his 
residuary  estate,  might  be  ascertained  and  declared. 

By  the  decree  at  the  hearing,  the  Master  vrns  directed 
to  inquire,  first,  who  were  the  next  of  kin  of  the  tes- 
tator living  at  his  death. 

Secondly,  who  was  or  were  the  nearest  in  blood  of 
the  testator,  ex  parte paternd,  living  at  his  death. 

Thirdly,  who  were  his  nearest  of  blood,  ex  parte 
patemd,  living  at  Ihe  same  period,  exclusive  of  his 
(laughter;  and, 

•  The  other  surviving  brother  was  out  of  the  junsdiction  ; 
and  neither  he  nor  the  reprc^^entatives  of  his  deceased  bro- 
ther and  sister  were  made  parties  to  the  sui(. 


201 

1843. 

*  V 

CooFEa 

v. 
Denison. 


2S>2 


1843. 


Cooper 

r. 
Den  ISO  N. 


CASES   IN  CHANCERY. 

Fourthly,  who  were  his  nearest  of  blood,  ex  parte 
patemdy  living  at  the  death  of  his  widow. 

The  first  inquiry  was  directed  with  reference  to  the 
one-third  of  the  testator's  residue  which  his  widow  had 
power  to  appoint  by  her  will,  and  which,  in  consequence 
of  her  not  having  duly  exercised  the  power,  had  become 
undisposed  of.  The  rest  of  the  inquiries  had  reference 
to  the  remaining  two-thirds  of  the  residue;  and  the 
words :  "  next  of  blood,"  were  used  instead  of,  "  next 
of  kin,"  in  order  to  prevent  the  Master  from  finding, 
as  he  otherwise  would  have  done,  who  were  the  tes- 
tator's next  of  kin  according  to  the  statutes  of  distribu- 
tion (a). 

The  third  inquiry  was  directed  because  the  testator 
had  used  the  expression :  *'  to  my  other  the  next  of 
kin."  The  fourth  was  directed  because  one  question 
was  whether  the  testator's  next  of  kin  at  his  own  death, 
or  at  the  death  of  his  widow,  were  entitled  to  the  two- 
thirds  of  the  residue. 

The  Master  found,  first,  that  the  daughter  and  widow 
of  the  testator  were  his  next  of  kin  at  his  death. 


Secondly,  that  the  daughter  was  the  nearest  of  blood 
of  the  testator,  ex  parte  patemd,  at  the  same  time. 

Thirdly,  that  the  testator's  three  brothers  and  his  — 
sister  were  his  nearest  of  blood,  at  the  same  time,  -^a 
exclusive  of  his  daughter ;  and, 

(a)  See  Elmsley  v.  Youngs  s  Myl.  &  Keen,  780,  in  which^^" 
case  the  Lords  CommissionerB  held  that  the  words,  *  next  < 
kin/  when  used  simpliciter^  meant,  <  nearest  relations.* 
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Fourthly,  that  the  Plaintiffs  and  two  of  the  testator's  ^843, 

brothers,  who  had  survived  the  other  brother  and  the 
sister,  were  the  nearest  of  blood  of  the  testator  at  the 


Cooper 


V* 


death  of  the  widow.  Devison. 

The  testator's  brother,  who  was  a  defendant,  excepted 
to  the  report,  insisting : 

Vmt,  that  the  Master  ought  to  have  found  that  the 
daughter,  and  the  exceptant  and  his  brothers  and  sis- 
ter, were  the  nearest  of  blood  of  the  testator,  ex  parte 
patemd,  at  his  death : 

Secondly,  that  the  Master  ought  not  to  have  found 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  two  of  the  testator's  nearest  of 
blood,  ex  parte  patemd,  at  the  death  of  his  widow ; 
and 

Thirdly,  that  the  Master  ought  to  have  found  that 
the  exceptant  and  his  surviving  brother  were  the  only 
nearest  of  blood  of  the  testator,  ex  parte  patemd,  at  the 
death  of  the  widow. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Faber,  in  support  of  the 
exceptions : 

The  Master  has  found  that  the  two  grand-daughters 

are  as  nearly  related,  by  blood,  to  the  testator,  as  the 

brothers  are ;  that  is,  he  has  computed  the  degree  of 

relationship  according  to  the  civil  law.    We  submit, 

liowever,  that,  as  he  was  directed  to  inquire,  simply  and 

without  regard  to  property  of  any  kind,  who  answered 

the  description  of  nearest  of  blood  to  the  testator,  he 

ought  to  have  computed  the  degree  of  relationship,  not 

according  to  the  civil,  but  according  to  the  canon,  that 

is  the  conunon  law ;  for  the  common  law  adopts  the 

Vol.  XIII.  X 
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mode  of  computation  prescribed  by  the  canoQ  law ;  and, 
according  to  that  computation^  the  testator's  brothers 
and  sister  were  his  nearest  of  blood  at  the  death  of  his 
widow. 

The  Vice-  Chancellor : — Even  a  daughter  has  less  of  the 
blood  of  her  father  than  his  brothers  have;  because  it 
has  been  diluted  by  the  blood  of  her  mother.  I  know, 
however,  no  case  which  has  decided  how  proximity 
of  blood  shall  be  determined  without  reference  to  pro- 
perty. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in 
support  of  the  report,  contended  that,  as  the  inquiries 
were  directed  with  a  view  to  enable  the  Court  to  decide 
as  to  who  were  entitled  to  property  which  was  purely 
personal,  the  Master  had  rightly  adopted  the  mode  of 
computation  prescribed  by  the  civil  law  ;  for  it  was  laid 
down  by  Blackstone  (6)  that,  in  questions  relating  to 
personal  property,  the  nearest,  in  degree  to  the  intestate, 
are  to  be  preferred ;  and  that  that  nearness  or  propin- 
quity is  to  be  reckoned  according  to  the  computation  of 
the  civilians  and  not  of  the  canonists,  which  the  law 
adopts  in  the  descent  of  real  estates ;  because,  in  the 
civil  computation,  the  intestate,  himself,  is  the  terminus 
a  quo  the  several  degrees  are  numbered,  and  not  the 
commop  ancestor,  according  to  the  rule  of  the  canonists. 
Where  the  question  is  whether  the  dau^rhter  or  tli^ 
brothers  and  sisters  of  a  person  deceased,  are  entitled  tc::^ 
his  personal  estate  as  his  next  of  kin,  the  claim  of  th«^e 
daughter  is  always  preferred  to  the  claim  of  the  brother— sas 
and  sisters ;  and,  if  the  daughter  is  dead,  her  right  de-g" 
volves  upon  her  children  as  representing  her.     Gittin^^ 
V.  Macdermott  (c). 


(6)  2  Comment,  p.  504. 


(c)  2  Myl.  &  Keen,  69. 
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Mr.  Calvertf  for  the  pereonal  representative  of  the  i  H43. 


daughter,  supported  the  Master^s  finding  on  the  second 
inquiry. 

Mr.  Wahefieldy  in  reply,  said  that  the  passage  cited 
from  Blackatone,  related  to  the  granting  of  letters  of  ad- 
ministration ;  and,  therefore,  had  no  bearing  on  the  pre- 
sent case,  where  the  question  was,  what  was  the  mean- 
ing of  certain  words  of  description,  having  no  reference 
to  letters  of  administration  or  to  property  of  any  kind  ; 
and  that  the  words,  ''  of  my  ]>aternal  line,"  showed  that 
the  testator  meant,  not  his  own  descendants,  but  the 
descendants  of  his  father. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
The  question  is,  whom  did  the  testator  mean  ?  He 
clearly  meant  his  own  next  of  kin,  with  the  qualifica- 
tion of  their  being  of  his  paternal  line.  Therefore  the 
testator,  himself,  was  the  propositus :  and,  as  the  ques- 
tion is  one  that  relates,  exclusively,  to  personal  estate, 
the  Master  was  right  in  adopting  the  civil  law  mode  of 
computation;  and,  therefore,  the  three  exceptions  must 
be  overruled. 

By  the  Slst  Edw.  3,  c.  11,  the  Ordinary  is  bound 
''deputer  les  plus  procheins  et  plus  loyals  amis  du  mort 
intestat  pur  administer  ses  biens."  In  Henslue'» 
Case  (d),  Lord  Coke^  speaking  of  those  words,  says  : 
'*  that  is  the  next  of  blood." 

The  21  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  s.  3,  says  that  the  Ordinary 
shall  grant  administration  to  the  widow  or  to  the  next 
of  kin :  and  Lord  Coke,  in  the  very  next  sentence  in 

{d)  9  Rep.  39  b. 
X  2 
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Hensloe*s  Case  to  that  abore  mentioned,  says :  ''  The 
Stat,  of  21  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  gi^es  power  to  the  Ordinary  to 
commit  administration  to  the  wife  of  the  intestate  or  to 
the  next  of  blood."  I  give  the  words  in  Hensloe^s  Case, 
as  they  stand  in  English.  The  words  in  my  French 
copy  of  9th  Reports,  printed  in  1697,  which  are  trans- 
lated '  next  of  blood,'  are,  in  the  first  place, '  le  plus 
prochein  de  sank,'  and,  in  the  next, '  procheiu  de  sank/ 
Taking,  as  I  do,  Lord  CoAr's  lai^age  to  be  the  lan- 
guage of  the  law,  the  passages  in  JBduloe's  Case,  show 
that,  in  the  language  of  the  law,  the  words  next  of  kin 
and  next  of  blood  are  synonymous. 


The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  for  further  direc- 
tions. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for  the  Plaintiffs : 

The  one  third  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  which 
was  to  be  applied  according  to  his  widow's  will,  must 
go  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distributions ;  for,  as 
she  made  no  appointment  of  it,  it  has  become  undis-^ 
posed  of. 


With  respect  to  the  remaining  two-thirds  of  the 
residue,  we  submit  that  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator 
ex  parte  patemS,  at  the  death  of  his  widow,  and  not  at  his^ 
own  death,  are  entitled  ;  and  that  they  take  to  the  exclu* 
sion  of  the  testator's  brothers  and  sister.  The  expres* 
sion  :  "my  other  the  next  of  kin,"  clearly  excludes  the 
daughter  and  the  widow.  Besides,  the  prior  life-mte- 
rests  given  to  the  widow  and  daughter,  make  this  case 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  the  period  at 
which  the  next  of  kin  are  to  be  ascertained,  is  the  time 
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of  the  testator's  death.  Briden  v.  Hewlett  {e);  Jants  v. 
Colbeckif);  MiUerv.Eaton{gy,  iJarman  on  Wilis  (A); 
Holloway  v.  Holloway(i). 

Next,  the  grand-daughters  take  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  brothers  and  sister.  In  deciding  as  to  the  succes- 
sion to  personal  estate,  this  Court  always  follows  the 
Statute  of  Distributions,  except  so  far  as  its  application 
is  excluded  by  the  words  of  the  will.  Elmsley  v. 
Young  (A).  Now,  in  this  case,  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator  who  are  to  take,  are,  his  next  of  kin  of  his 
paternal  Une ;  and,  therefore,  the  next  of  kin  of  his  ma- 
ternal line,  are  excluded ;  but,  exclusive  of  them,  his 
next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute,  are  to  take :  and 
the  statute  prefers  the  lineal  descendants  of  the  de- 
ceased, however  remote,  to  his  collateral  relations,  how- 
ever near.  Consequently  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  case, 
being  the  grandchildren  of  the  testator,  are  entitled  to 
the  two  thirds  of  his  residue,  exclusive  of  his  brothers 
and  sister. 

Mr.  Heathfield  added  that  the  words  in  the  will :  ''  at 
her  decease,''  applied  to  the  two-thirds  of  the  residue  as 
well  as  to  the  one-third ;  and  that  as  the  persons  who 
were  to  take  the  one-third,  that  is  the  appointees  under 
the  will  of  the  widow,  could  not  be  ascertained  until  her 
death,  the  persons  who  were  to  take  the  two-thirds^ 
were  to  be  ascertained  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Leufis,  for  the  personal  representative  of  the 
widow,  contended  that  she  took  an  absolute  interest  in 
the  one^third  of  the  residue.— [The  Vice-chancellor:  It 
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{e)  Q  Myl.  &  Keen,  go. 
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{g)  Coop.  C.  C.  273. 


(h)  Pages  54,  55y  and  56. 

(0  5  Ves.  399. 

{k)  2  Myl.  &  Keen,  780. 
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is  not  to  be  applied  according  to  ber  disposal,  but 
according  to  her  will.]^Mr.  Lewis :  At  all  eTents,  the 
widow's  representative  is  entitled  to  one-third  of  the 
tbirdy  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions. 

Mr.  Calvert,  for  the  representative  of  the  testator's 
daughter,  said  that  the  period  at  which  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator  were  to  be  ascertained,  was  bis  own  death, 
at  which  time  his  daughter  was  his  sole,  lineal  descen- 
dant;  Jennings  v.  Newman  {I);    Holloway  v.  Hollo- 
way ;  Sir  JoAn  Leach*s  observations  on  Bird  ▼.  Wood{m) 
and  Briden  v.  Hewlett  («).     The  decision  in  Jones  v. 
Colbeck,  turned  on  the  peculiar  language  of  the  will 
and  on  the  woixi  'relations,'  being  used  in  the  plural 
number.     In  Miller  v.  Eaton  Sir  William  Grant,  M.  R. 
decided  against  the  next  of  kin  at  the  testator's  death, 
because  they  were  expressly  provided  for  by  the  will. 
— [The  Vice-Chancellor:  In  that  case,  the  nextofkiai 
at   the   testator's  death,  were  his    two  sons;   and  he= 
directed  that,  in  case  both  of  them  should  die  in  the= 
lifetime  of  his  widow,  his  residue  should  go  to  and 
divided  between  and  among  all  and  every  his  next  o^l 
kin.     The  words,  '  all  and  every,'  necessarily  mean^= 
more  than  two  persons.] — The  word,  '  other,*  has  been^ 

(/)  Jfitej  Vol.  X.  p.  a  19.         (m)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  400, 
(n)  See  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  86.     Sir  John  Leach  there  says^ 
that  the  report  of  Bird  v.  JVood  is  too  short,  and  that  th^ 
circumstance  that  governed  the  decision  in  that  case,  thouglm 
noticed  in  the  statement,  is  omitted  in  the  judgment. 

But  it  is  not  easy  to  account  for  the  omission,  by  the? 
Reporters t  of  an  important  circumstance  in  the  judgment, 
which  they  mentioned  in  the  statement,  unless  it  was  mad^ 
by  the  learned  Judge  who  pronounced  the  judgment.    Every 
judgment  reported  by  S.  Sf  S.  was  not  only  copied  from  Sir 
JoJtn  Leach's  book  ot  judgments,  but  was  perused  by  him  be- 
fore it  was  sent  to  press. 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

relied  on  as  showing  that  the  testator  intended  to  exclude 
bis  daughter;  but  it  cannot  have  that  eflFect:  for  the 
testator,  in  the  paragraph  in  which  he  uses  that  word, 
mentions  his  wife  only,  and  directs  that,  at  her  death, 
one-third  of  his  residue  shall  go  according  to  her  will, 
and  the  other  two-thirds  to  his  other  next  of  kin. 
Therefore,  he  clearly  means  his  next  of  kin  other  than 
his  wife. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
It  is  perfectly  plain  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
his  daughter  to  take  the  two-thirds  of  his  residue.  He 
gives  the  residue  of  his  effects  to  his  executrix  and 
executors,  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  annual  pro- 
duce thereof  for  the  use  of  his  wife  and  the  maintenance 
of  his  daughter,  during  her  minority  and  during  the  life 
of  his  wife;  and,  if  the  produce  amounted  to  120/.  a 
year,  the  daughter  was  to  be  paid  20/.  a  year  on  her 
attaining  21,  until  the  death  of  her  mother.  Then  the 
testator  says :  ''  In  case  she  shall  survive  her  said 
mother,  my  will  and  mind  is  that  the  whole  of  my  said 
estate  and  property  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  my  said 
daughter  at  the  death  of  her  said  mother :  and  my  will 
and  mind  further  .is  that,  in  case  my  said  wife  shall 
survive  my  said  daughter,  then  my  said  trustees  shall 
pay  the  whole  of  the  annual  produce  of  my  said  estate, 
to  my  said  wife,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
Hfe,  and  that,  at  her  decease,  a  third  part  be  paid  and 
applied  according  to  her  last  will  and  testament,  and 
the  other  two-thirds,  1  will  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  my 
other  the  next  of  kin  of  my  paternal  line."  Therefore 
it  is  plain,  to  demonstration,  that  the  persons  who  were 
to  take  the  two-thirds  after  the  death  of  the  mother, 
when  the  daughter  should  have  predeceased  her,  were 


800 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY. 


1843- 


COOPKR 

V. 

DSMIBON. 


his  other  next  of  kin  of  hits  paternal  line,  that  is,  his 
next  of  kin  of  his  paternal  line  exclusive  of  his 
daughter. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  Defendant  the 
testator's  brother,  said  that,  as  the  Court  had  decided 
that  the  representative  of  the  daughter,  was  excluded 
from  participating  in  the  two-thirds  of  the  residue,  the 
only  questions  remaining  to  be  argued,  were  whether 
the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  share  in  the  two-thirds 
with  the  brothers  and  sister  of  the  testator,  or  whether 
the  brothers  and  sister  alone  were  entitled  to  the  two^ 
thirds ;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  persons  entitleA^ 

to  the  two-thirds,  were  those  who  answered  the  descrip 

tion  of  the  testator's  next  of  kin  of  his  paternal  line^^^ 
at  his  death  or  at  the  death  of  his  widow :  that  th^^ 

general  rule  was  that,  where  a  gift  is  made,  by  a  tes^ 

tator,  to  his  next  of  kin  (even  after  a  life  interest  to  hi^^ 
sole  nejct  of  kin),  the  period  at  which  the  next  of  kic=3 
are  to  be  ascertained,  is  the  testator's  death:  that  tha'^ 
rule  ought  to  be  followed  in  the  present  case ;  for,  no  '^ 
only  was  there  no  ground  for  departing  from  it,  bu*^ 
there  was  a  reason  for  adhering  to  it ;  inasmuch  as  th^^ 
words  of  gift  used  by  the  testator,  were  in  the  presen.'^ 
tense,  although  the  period  of  distribution  was  future. — — 
[The  Vice-Chancellor:  Do  you  imagine  that  the  per-*— 
sons  who  were  to  take  the  two-thirds  were  to  be  ascer*'— 
tained  at  a  period  different  from  that  at  which  the  per*— 
sons  who  were  to  take  the  one-third,  were  to  be  ascer*— 
tained  ?] — If  the  period  at  which  the  parties  entitled  t^^D 
the  two-thirds  are  to  be  ascertained,  is  the  death  of 
the  widow,  then  our  client  and  his  brother  are  entitled 
to  participate,   in   the   two-thirds,  equally   with   the 
Plaintiffs. 
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Mr.  Cooper,  in  reply,  said  that  the  personB  who  were  to 
take  the  two-thirds  of  the  residue,  and  the  persons  who 
were  to  take  the  one-third,  were  all  to  be  ascertained  at 
the  same  time ;  and,  as  the  latter  could  not  be  ascer- 
tained until  the  widow's  death,  the  former  must  be  ascer- 
tained at  that  time :  that  the  Plaintiffs  were,  exclusively, 
entitled  to  the  two-thirds,  notwithstanding  the  brothers 
stood  in  the  same  degree  of  relationship,  to  the  testator, 
as  they  did ;  for  the  succession  to  personal  estate  was  not 
always  regulated  by  the  degree  of  relationship  :  that  the 
father  and  the  child  of  a  person  deceased,  were  each  of 
them  related  to  the  deceased  in  the  first  degree,  but  the 
child  was  preferred  to  the  father:  that  a  grandchild 
and  a  brother  stood  in  the  second  degree  of  relationship 
to  the  deceased,  but  the  grandchild  took  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  brother;  and  that  in  this,  as  in  every  other 
case  where  property  was  either  bequeathed  to  or  de- 
volved upon  next  of  kin,  the  Court,  in  deciding  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  different  claimants,  must  follow  the  Statute 
of  Distributions,  except  so  far  as  the  application  of  it 
might  happen  to  be  excluded  by  the  express  provisions  of 
the  will ;  and,  as  there  was  no  exclusion  of  the  statute, 
in  this  case,  except  with  regard  to  the  next  of  kin  ex 
parte  matemd,  the  Court  must  decide  that  the  Plaintiffs 
were  alone  entitled  to  the  two-thirds  of  the  residue,  they 
being  the  sole  next  of  kin,  ex  parte  patemd,  according 
to  the  statute. 
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The  Vice-chancellor: 
Supposing  it  to  be  reasonably  clear,  on  the  face  of  the 
will,  that  the  testator  meant  that,  if  the  daughter  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother,  the  persons  who  answered 
the  description  of  his  next  of  kin  of  his  paternal  line, 
should  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  mother,  then 
this  question  arises:  whether  all  the  persons  who,  at 
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that  time,  were  the  next  of  kin  de  facto ,  must  not  take, 
notwithstanding  two  of  them  were  grandchildren,  and 
the  rest  were  brothers  of  the  testator. 

Now  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Elmsley  v.  Youfiff, 
was  that  the  Court  must  consider  the  words,  "  next  of 
kin/'  as  desciibing  the  persons  who  are  to  take  ;  that  is, 
it  must  not  look  at  the  Statute  of  Distributions  in  order 
to  ascertain  who  those  persons  are,  but  must  inquire 
who  are  the  next  of  kin,  irrespective  of  the  statute. 

If  then  I  adhere  to  the  decision  in  Elmsley  y.  Young ^ 
which  I  think  is  right,  I  have  only  to  consider  who  are 
the  persons  that  come  within  the  descriptive  words. 

The  Master  has  found  that  the  testator's  three  bro- 
thers and  his  sister,  were  his  next  of  kin  at  his  death, 
exclusive  of  his  daughter  (whose  claim  I  have  already 
disposed  of),  and  that  his  two  grandchildren,  and  his 
two  surviving  brothers,  were  his  next  of  kin  at  the 
death  of  his  widow.  Then  the  next  question  is  at  what 
time  are  the  persons  answering  the  description  of  next 
of  kin,  to  be  ascertained  ? 

The  testator  has  given  the  whole  of  his  residue  to  his 
daughter,  after  his  wife's  death  ;  but,  if  his  wife  should 
survive  his  daughter,  he  has  directed  the  whole  of  the 
produce  to  be  paid  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and,  at  her 
death,  that  a  third  part  of  the  capital  shall  go  according 
to  her  will,  and  the  other  two-thirds,  to  his  next  of  kin 
of  his  paternal  line.  The  words,  therefore,  show  that  all 
the  persons  to  take  at  the  death  of  the  widow,  were  to 
be  simultaneously  ascertained ;  and,  therefore,  I  think 
that  the  persons  entitled  to  the  two-thirds  of  the  re- 
sidue, are  the  two  grandchildren  and  the  two  surviving 
brothers  of  the  testator. 
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Spencer  (the  testator's  brother),  to  the  Master's  report, 
bearing  date  &c.  be  over-ruled  &c.  &c.  and  declare 
that,  subject  to  the  life  interest  therein,  by  his  will,  be-  DknVson. 
queathed  to  his  wife  and  to  the  sum  of  20  Z.  a  year 
thereby  bequeathed  to  his  daughter,  in  the  events 
which  happened,  the  testator  died  intestate  as  to  one- 
third  part  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and 
effects,  and  that,  upon  his  death,  subject  as  aforesaid, 
such  equal  one-third  part  became  vested,  as  to  one- 
third  part  thereof,  in  the  testator's  widow,  and,  as  to 
the  remaining  two-third  parts  thereof,  in  his  daughter, 
as  his  next  of  kin ;  and  declare  that,  upon  the  decease 
of  the  widow,  the  remaining  two-third  parts  of  the  re- 
sidue became  vested  in  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant 
William  Spencer,  and  Joseph  Spencer  (the  testator's 
other  surviving  brother)  in  equal  shares,  as  the  nearest 
of  kin  of  the  said  testator  of  his  paternal  line  then 
living. 
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John    OKINES    bequeathed    certain    leasehold 

houses,  to  his   son^  John  Okines,  in  trust  to  pay  au 

annuity  of  200 /.,  out  of  the  rent<i,  to  the  testatorV 

daughter  Elizabeth  Ann,  the  wife  of  the  Defendant 

Thomas  Leach,  for  her  separate  use  for  her  life,  and, 

after   her  death,  to   Thomas  Leach,   to   enable  him  /a 

maintain  and  educate  all  and  every  the  child  and  ckildrem 

an  annuity  to  a    ^f  ^^  ^^^  Elizabeth  Ann  Leach,  and  for  their  advance- 
trustee,  in  trust     "^        .    ,_  .,    ,  '       ,  t      ,1 
to  pay  the  same  ment  in  hfe,  until  the  youngest  of  them  should  attain 

to  his  daughter    21 ;  and,  in  case  Thomas  Leach  should  die  before  the 

use  for  life  re-    younger  of  such  children  should  attain  21,  then  upon 

mainder  to  her     trust  for  John  Okines  to  apply  the  same  in  like  manner 

husband  to  ^  Thomas  Leach  was  thereby  directed  to  do  :  and,  whea 

enable  him  to  ,,,,,,,,  .      , 

maintain  his        the  youngest  of  such  children  should  have  attained  21, 

children  by  her,  then  upon  trust  to  sell  the  houses,  and,  after  paying  the 

youngest  attain-  expenses  of  the  sale,  to  divide  the  surplus  among  all 

ed  21 ;  and,  if     and  every  such  child  and  children  as  should  be  then 

living,  share  and  share  alike. 


the  husband 
should  die  be- 
fore the  young- 
est child  at- 
tained 3 1 ,  then 
upon  trust  for 
the  trustee  to 
apply  the  an- 
nuity in  like 
manner  as  the 
husband  was 
directed  to  do. 
Held  (the 
daughter  being 
dead) that  the 
husband  was 

bound  to  apply  the  annuity  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children ; 
but  that,  if  he  maintained  tliem  properly,  they  would  not  be  enti- 
tled to  an  account  against  him. 


The  testator  died  in  1824.  His  son  duly  paid  the 
annuity  to  his  daughter,  until  February  1834,  when  she 
died  leaving  seven  children. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  three  of  the  children,  one  o^ 
whom  was  of  age,  and  the  two  others  infants,  again^^ 
their  father  and  their  brothers  and  sisters,  and  again^^ 
John  Okines,  the  son,  alleging  that,  since  their  mother'*'- 
death,  their  father  had  married  again,  and  had  treated  h»-^ 
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Tiihildren  by  his  former  wife  with  unkindness  and  neglect, 
and  had  applied  a  very  small  part  only  of  the  annuity 
for  their  maintenance  or  advancement  in  life,  but  had 
^tpplied  by  far  the  greater  part  thereof  to  his  own  use. 
The  bill  prayed  for  an  account  of  the  sums  received 
by  Leach  in  respect  of  the  annuity  and  of  his  appli- 
cation thereof;  and  that  he  might  pay  into  Court  such 
part  thereof  as  had  not  been  properly  applied  by  him ; 
and  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  children,  in  the 
annuity,  might  be  declared ;  and  that  their  father  might 
be  restrained  from  receiving  the  annuity,  and  John 
Okints  from  paying  it  to  him ;  that  a  guardian  might 
be-  appointed  of  the  infant  Plaintiffs,  and  a  proper 
allowance  be  made  for  their  maintenance. 

The  father  said,  in  his  answer,  that  he  had  regularly 
received  the  annuity  since  his  first  wife's  death,  but 
that,   being  entitled,  as  he  had  been  advised,  to  re- 
eewe  ii  for  his  own  use  and  benefit  until  the  youngest 
child  should   attain  21,  he  had  not  applied  any  part 
of  it  for  the  maintenance  or  advancement  in  life  of  the 
children,  but,  as  he  submitted  he  was  entitled  to  do, 
had  mixed  the  whole  of  it  with  his  own  monies  and 
income,  and  applied  the  same  to  his  own  use:  but, 
nerortheless,  he  had,  at  a  considerable  expense,  main- 
tained, educated,  clothed,  brought  up  and  advanced  the 
children,  out  of  his  own  monies. 

Mr.  Beihell  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for  the   Plaintiffs, 

contended  that  Leach  was  a  trustee  of  the  annuity 

for  his  children,  and  that  he  had  no  interest  in  or 

power  over  it,  except  for  the  purpose  of  distributing 

it    amongst  his  children;  and  that  the  trust  for  the 

^P^rate  use  of  his  wife  and  the  whole  frame  of  the  will, 

sho^v^ed  that  he  was  not  intended  to  have  any  beneficial 
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interest  in  the  annuity,  but  that  the  testator's  sole 
object  was  to  supply  him  with  the  means  of  fuUilliiig 
the  obligations  of  a  father  to  his  children.  They  relied, 
principally,  upon  Wetherell  v.  Wilson  (a).  They  cited 
also  Jubber  v.  Jubber  {b) ;  Woods  v.  Woods  (c) ;  Rippom 
V.  Norton  (d) ;  and  Page  v.  Way  (e). 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  Speedy  for  Thomas  Leach  : 
All  the  charges  in  the  bill,  as  to  the  father  having 
neglected  his  children,  are  denied  by  the  answer  *. 

There  is  no  instance  in  which  the  Court  has  decreed 
a  father  to  account  to  his  children,  for  his  past  receipts 
in  respect  of  a  fund  given  for  their  maintenance.    If 
the  testator  intended  the  father  to  be  a  trustee  of  the 
annuity  for  the  children,  why  did  he   direct  his  son 
to  pay  it  to  the  father?     Why  did  he  not  direct  his  son 
to  apply  it  for  their  maintenance  ?    Where  a  fund  for 
the  maintenance  of  children  is  given  to  a  stranger  who 
is  under  no  legal  obligation  to  maintain  them,  the  Court 
will  declare  that  he  is  a  trustee  for  the  children :  but, 
where  the  fund  is  given  to  the  father  for  that  purpose, 
the  children   are   not  entitled  to  such  a  declaration. 
Here  the  fund  is  first  given  to  John  Okines  in  trust  to 
pay  it  to  the  father ;  therefore,  Olunes  and  not  the  father, 
is  the  trustee  of  it.     In  Benson  v.  fVhUtam  (/),  your 
Honor  says  :  ^M  am  not  aware  that  there  is  any  caae» 
where  there  is  a  gift  to  a  party,  apparently,  in  term& 
which  would  make  him  the  taker,  so  as  to  have    «i 


(a)  1  Keen,  80. 

(b)  ^n/e,  Vol.  IX.  p.  ^03. 

(c)  1  My).  &  Cr.  401. 


(d)  a  Beav.  63. 

(e)  3  Beav.  20. 

(/)  Atitey  Vol.  V.  p.  3i 


*  There  was  no  evidence  in  the  cause. 
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benefit,  and  words  have  been  connected  with  it  which 
express  the  reason  for  which  it  was  given,  such  as 
these :  '  to  enable  him  to  assist  such  of  the  children  of 
my  deceased  brother  Francis  Benson,  as  he,  the  said 
Arthur  Benson,  shall  find  deserving  of  encouragement/ 
in  which  the  Court  has  held-  that  a  trust  was  created 
for  those  persons.  The  cases  that  have  been  cited,  are 
cases  where  property  has  been  given  to  a  legatee,  with 
power  to  select  one  or  more  of  a  specified  class  of 
persons  to  take  the  property  after  the  decease  of  the 
legatee."  Berkeley  v.  Swinburne  (g);  Hadow  v.  Ha- 
dow  (A) ;  Gilbert  v.  Bennett  (i) ;  Hammond  v.  Neame  (A) ; 
Andrews  v.  Partington  (/).  In  this  last  case,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  says :  "  If  the  will  had  given  the  dividends 
to  the  father  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children,  it 
would  have  amounted  to  a  legacy  of  the  dividends  to 
the  father,  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  to,  though 
he  had  not  spent  half  of  it  in  the  children's  main- 
tenance.    I  know  of  no  middle  case." 


1843. 


Leach 

V, 

Leacii. 


Mr.  R.  Perry  and  Mr.  Flood  appeared  for  the  other 
Defendants. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
The  necessary  construction  of  the  words  of  the  will, 
is  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  the  father  to  take  the 
annuity  to  himself,  altogether  and  exclusively  of  any 
consideration  as  to  the  maintenance,  education  and  ad- 
vancement in  life  of  his  children.  The  testator  has  put 
a  clear  interpretation  on  his  own  words.  And,  if  there 
was  any  doubt  on  the  former  part  of  the  sentence,  the 


(g)  ^/i/<r,Vol.VI.  p.613. 
(h)  Ante,  Vol.  IX.  p,  438. 
(i)  Jnie,  Vol  X  p.  371- 


(k)  1  Swans.  35. 
(/)  2  Cox,  293. 
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1843.  testator  has  removed  it  by  a  clear  ezpressioii  of  his 

intention  in  the  latter  part,  where  he  states  what  is  to 
be  done  with  the  fund  after  the  death  of  the  father. 

Leach.  ^^  ^^y^ '  **  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Thomas  Leach  shall  die 
before  the  younger  of  such  children  shall  attain  the 
said  age  of  21  years,  then  upon  trust  for  the  said  John 
Okines,  his  executors  or  administrators,  to  apply  the 
same  as  the  said  Thomas  Leach  is  hereby  directed  to 
do."  By  those  words  he  has  put  an  interpretation  on 
the  language  of  the  prior  declaration. 

I  admit  that,  so  long  as  the  fether  properly  maintains 
his  children,  they  are  not  entitled  to  call  upon  him  for 
an  account :  but  it  must  appear,  to  the  Court,  that  be 
has  properly  maintained  them. 

Declare  that  the  Defendant  T.  Leach,  the  husband  of 
Elizabeth  Ann  Leach,  is  bound  to  apply  the  anmutlium 
of  200/.  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  in  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  all  and  every  the  said  children  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  Ann  Leach,  and  for  their  advancement 
in  life  until  the  youngest  of  the  said  children  shall 
attain  the  age  of  21  years:  Refer  it,  to  the  Master,  to 
inquire  and  state  whether  the  said  T  Leach  has  applied 
the  same  in  the  maintenance,  education  and  advance- 
ment in  life  of  all  and  every  the  said  children,  with 
liberty  to  state  special  circumstances :  Order  the  De- 
fendant John  Ohines,  the  trustee  of  the  said  annuity,  to 
pay,  to  the  said  Defendant  Thomas  Leach,  the  sum  of 
200 Z.y  being  the  amount  of  the  arrears  of  the  said  an- 
nuity now  due  from  him,  to  the  said  Defendant  T.  Leach, 
up  to  the  25th  of  December  1842,  and  all  future  pay- 
ments of  the  said  annuity,  as  they  accrue  due,  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid :  And  for  the  better  discovery  of  the 
matters  aforesaid,  the  parties  are  to  produce,  before  the 
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said  Master,  on  oath,  all  books  &c.  and  to  be  examined  1843. 

oa  interrc^atories,  and  reserve  further  directions  and  * 

coBts ;  and  any  of  the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  each 


ELLISON  V.  ELWIN.  1843; 

ELWIN  ..  WILLIAMS.  'l^ulryf 

SAME  V.  HURLOCK.  ^^  ., 

1st  Apnl. 


U  NDER  the  will  of  F.  Potter,  who  died  in  1799,  one     Husband  and 
moiety  of  his  residuary  personal  estate^  consisting  of  ^jf^*  . 

stock  in  the  funds  8ic.  was  vested  in  trustees,  in  trust  

for  bis  daughter  Sarah,  the  wife  of  Robert  Ellison,  for  By  ardcles  en- 

her  separate  use,  for  her  life,  and,  after  her  death,  in  Jh^mmia^e  of 

trust  for  Sarah,  her  daughter,  absolutely,  but  subject  to  a  female  infant, 

the  payment  of  one-half  of  the  income,  to  Robert  Ellison  s^e  and  her  in- 

r     ^-    rr     -ri^  •     j  i.-        r  tended  husband 

for  his  life,  if  he  survived  bis  wife.  agreed  to  as- 

sign,  on  her 
Ib  October  1813  an  indenture  (being  articles  of  attaining  21 , 
agieem^it  in  contemplation  of  the  marriage  of  Sarah,  dec^wd  crwid- 
the  daughter,  then  an  infant  of  the  age  of  nineteen,  with  father's  resi- 

Ralph  Nicholson)  was  made  between  Nicholson  of  the  ^??7  ^^^^  ^^ 
_  •,,,.  ,     .1.      1.  ,  «  n,      ,    which  she  was 

first  part,  EUtson  and  wife  of  the  second  part,  Sarah,  entided  under 

the  daughter,  of  the  third  part,  and  certain  trustees  of  the  trusts  of  his 
the  fourth  part,  whereby  it  was  agreed  between  the  par-  i^  jjust  for      * 
ties,  and  Sarah,  the  daughter,  for  herself,  her  heirs  8ic.  themselves  and 
and  Nicholson,  for  himself,  his  hens  &c,  and  for  his  Jjf  ^'^e* 
intended  wife,  covenanted  with  the  trustees,  that  in  case  lady  had  at- 
tained 21,  a 

settlement  was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  articles :  but  before  the 

settled  property  was  transferred  to  the  trustees,  the  husband  died. 

Held  that  die  wife's  right  to  the  property  by  survivorship,  was 

not  barred. 

Vol.  XIIL  y 
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Ellison 

V, 


1843.  the  marriage  should  take  effect^  they  would^  as  soon  as 
conveniently  might  be  after  Sarah  should  attain  21 
or  die  under  that  age,  assign  the  before-mentioned 
Elwik.  moiety  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  to  the  trustees, 
in  trust  for  Nicholson  and  his  intended  wife  for  their 
lives,  successively,  and,  after  their  deaths,  in  trust  for 
their  children. 

The  marriage  was  solemnized  shortly  after  the  date 
of  the  articles,  and  Mrs.  Nicholson  attained  21  in 
August  1815.  In  March  1821  her  mother  died ;  and 
in  Jime  1822,  her  father  married  Mary  Ann  Ellison^ 
the  Plaintiff  in  Ellison  v.  Elwin.  In  March  1823.  a 
settlement  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the 
articles  into  effect,  to  which  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Nicholson 
and  the  trustees  were  the  only  parties.  In  September 
1838,  Mr.  Nicholson  died,  leaving  his  wife  and  nine 
children  by  her  surviving.  In  July  1839  Mr.  Ellison 
died,  and  Mary  Ann  Ellison  became  his  personal  repre- 
sentative, and  also  the  personal  representative  of  his 
first  wife. 

At  Mr.  Ellison's  death  the  stock  in  the  ftmds,  which 
formed  part  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  remained 
standing  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the  will. 

The  marriage  articles  and  settlement  comprised  not 
only  the  before-mentioned  moiety  of  the  testator's  resi- 
duary estate,  but  also  the  other  moiety  thereof,  in  which 
Mrs.  Nicholson  had  a  contingent  reversionary  interest 
under  her  father's  will :  and  the  bill  in  Ellison  v.  Elwin 
was  filed  against  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  and  Mrs. 
Nicholson  and  her  children,  praying  that  the  settlement 
might  be  rectified  according  to  what  the  bill  alleged  to 
have  been  the  real  intention  of  the  parties,  with  regard 
to  that  other  moiety;  and  that,  under  the  circumstances 
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stated,  the  Plaintiff,  as  the  representative  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Ellison,  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  one- 
half  of  that  moiety. 

The  bill  in  Elwin  v.  Williams  was  filed  by  the  trus- 
tees of  the  settlement,  against  the  trustees  of  the  testa- 
tor's will,  and  Mrs.  Nicholson  and  her  children,  and 
certain  other  persons,  stating  that  Mrs.  Nicholson  al- 
leged that,  as  site  was  an  infant  when  the  articles  on  her 
marriage  were  executed,  she  was  not  bound  therebif,  and 
that  she  was  entitled  to  have  a  moiety  of  the  stock 
which  had  formed  part  of  the  testator's  residue,  trans- 
ferred to  her;  and  stating  also  that  Mrs.  Nicholson's 
children  made  claims  adverse  to  their  mother ;  and  pray- 
ing that  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  Plaintiffs,  as  the 
trustees  of  the  articles,  and  of  the  several  Defendants,  to 
and  in  the  property  in  question,  might  be  ascertained  and 
declared  by  the  Court. 

The  bill  in  JElwin  v.  Hurlock  was  supplemental  to 
Elwin  V,  Williams. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Hardy,  appeared  for  Mary  Ann 
Ellison,  the  Plaintiff  in  Ellison  v.  Elwin :  but  the  most 
important  question  arose,  in  Elwin  v.  Williams,  between 
Mrs.  Nicholson  and  her  children.  Mr.  Stuart  and 
Mr.  Younge  appeared  for  the  plaintiffs  in  that  suit,  the 
trustees  of  Mrs.  Nicholson's  marriage  articles  and  set- 
tlement. 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  Rogers,  for  Mrs.  Nicholson,  con- 
tended that  she  was  not  bound  by  the  articles  executed 
on  her  marriage,  because  she  was  then  an  infant; 
Simson  v.  Jones  (a) ;  and,  though  she  was  of  age  when 

(a)  2  Rum.  &  Myl.  365 ;  sec  Judgment,  375.  See  also  Hast' 
ings  v.  Orde,  antCy  Vol.  XI.  p.  205 ;  and  Ashton  v.  JWac* 
dougall,  5  Beav.  56. 

Vol.  XIII.  z 


1B43. 
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the  settlement  was  made  and  her  interest  in  half  of 
her  moiety  of  the  testator's  stock,  had  become,  by  her 
mother's  death,  an  interest  in  possession,  her  interest  in 
the  other  half  was  expectant  on  her  father's  death ;  and 
the  assignment  made  by  the  settlement  (being,  in  fact, 
the  act  of  her  Iiusband  alone)  could  not  affect  her  right, 
by  survivorship,  to  her  chose  in  action,  even  if  her 
interest  had  been  wholly  in  possession. 


Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Spurrier,  for  some  of  Mrs. 
Nicholson's  children  who  were  infants,  said  that,  before 
Homsby  v.  Lee{b)  and  Purdew  v.  Jackson  (c)  were 
decided  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  it  had  been  the  opinion 
of  the  Profession  that  there  was  no  difference  as  to  the 
effect  of  an  assignment  by  a  husband,  of  his  wife's 
chose  in  action,  for  valuable  consideration,  whether  the 
interest  of  the  wife  was  in  possession  or  in  reveraion : 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  decisions  in  those  cases,  it 
was  now  too  late  to  contend  that  the  husband's  assign- 
ment, though  for  valuable  consideration,  would  pass 
a  chose  in  action  in  which  his  wife  had  merely  a  rever- 
sionary interest ;  but  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  did  not  decide 
and  did  not  intend  to  decide  anything  except  as  to  a 
reversionary  interest :  that  the  Lord  Chancellor's  deci- 
sion in  Honner  v.  Morton  (d)  proceeded  precisely  on  the 
same  ground  ;  and  the  commencement  of  the  judgment 
showed  that  his  Lordship  did  not  mean  to  carry  Sir 
Thomas  Ptumer^s  doctrine  one  step  further :  *'  This  fund 
was  a  chose  in  action  of  the  wife ,  it  was  her  reversionary 
chose  in  action.  Whether  the  husband  has  the  power 
of  assigning  his  wife's  reversionary  interest  in  a  chose 
in  action,  is  a  question  which   has  been   repeatedly 


(£)  2  Madd.  16. 


(d)  3  Russ.  6t^ 


(c)  1  Russ.  1. 
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agitated,  and  has  excited  considerable  interest  both  at  1843. 

law  and  in  equity.  At  law  the  choses  in  action  of  the 
wife  belong  to  the  husband,  if  he  reduces  them  into  pos* 
session;  if  he  does  not  reduce  them  into  possession,  JElwim. 
and  dies  before  his  wife,  they  survive  to  her.  When 
the  husband  assigns  the  chose  in  action  of  his  wife,  one 
would  suppose,  on  the  first  impression,  that  the  assignee 
would  not  be  in  a  better  situation  than  the  assignor;  and 
that  he,  too,  must  take  some  steps  to  reduce  the  subject 
into  possession,  in  order  to  make  his  title  good  against 
the  wife  surviving.  But  equity  considers  the  assign- 
ment by  the  husband  as  amounting  to  an  agreement 
that  he  will  reduce  the  property  into  possession ;  it 
likewise  considers  what  a  party  agrees  to  do  as  actually 
done  :  and,  therefore,  where  the  husband  has  the  power 
of  reducing  the  property  into  possession,  his  assignment 
of  the  chose  in  action  of  the  wife  will  be  regarded  as  a 
reduction  of  it  into  possession.  On  the  other  hand, 
I  should  also  infer  that,  where  the  husband  has  not 
the  power  of  reducing  the  chose  in  action  into  posses- 
sion, his  assignment  does  not  transfer  the  property,  till, 
by  subsequent  events,  he  comes  into  the  situation  of 
being  able  to  reduce  the  property  into  possession ;  and 
then  his  previous  assignment  will  operate  on  his  actual 
situation,  and  the  property  will  be  transferred :"  that  that 
passage  showed  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  did  not  mean 
to  extend  the  doctrine  to  cases  where  the  chose  in  action 
either  was  capable  of  being  reduced  into  possession  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment,  or  became  so  during  the 
coverture ;  Salisbury  v.  Newton  (e),  and  Garforth  v. 
Bradley  (/),  where  Lord  Hardwiche,  adverting,  towards 
the  conclusion  of  his  judgment,  to  the  case  of  the  wife 
surviving,  says  that  an  assignment,  by  her  husband,  of 

(e)  1  Eden,  370.  (/)  9  Vez.  675;  see  678, 
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her  cfiose  in  action,  for  valuable  consideration,  would  be 
good  against  the  wife  :  Bush  v.  Dalway  {g) ;  2  Roper 
on  Husband  and  Wife  (A).  In  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (t) 
Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.  R.,  concedes  the  point  which  we  are 
now  contending  for.  He  says :  "  The  next  question  is, 
what  is  the  effect  of  the  assignment  upon  this  fund, 
which  was  in  Court  and  belonged  to  a  married  woman? 
The  doctrine  on  this  subject  stands  on  the  peculiar 
principles  of  the  Court.  If  it  were  now  a  new  point,  i 
would  be  difficult  to  understand  how  the  assignee  could 
be  in  a  better  situation  than  the  husband  himself;  for 
the  assignment  does  not  reduce  it  into  possession ;  it 
still  remains  a  chose  in  action  ;  and  its  being  a  chose  in 
action,  gives  the  wife  a  right  by  survivorship.  But  it  is 
too  late  to  consider  this :  for  it  is  decided  that  an  assign- 
ment for  valuable  consideration,  being  a  disposition  of 
the  property,  is  sufficient  to  bar  the  right  of  the  wife 
surviving.     Lord  Carteret  v.  Paschal  (k)" 

Mr.  Cripps  appeared  for  the  adult  children  of  Mrs. 
Nicholson,  but  took  no  part  in  the  argument. 

Mr.  K.  Parker,  Mr.  Stinton,  Mr.  Paynter,  Mr.  Hum' 
phry  and  Mr.  Blower,  appeared  for  the  other  parties. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

Before  I  part  with  this  case,  I  will  look  through  all 
the  authorities  from  the  beginning  to  the  end.  I  confess 
that,  at  present,  I  have  a  strong  impression  on  my 
mind,  that  there  is  no  case  in  which  the  Court  has  held 
the  wife's  right  by  survivorship  to  be  barred,  where  the 
husband  has,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  assigned  his 


(g)   I   Vez.   19.      S.  C. 
3  Atk.  530. 

(h)  Jacob'«  edit.  p.  97. 


(1)  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  476. 
(k)  3  P.  W.  197. 
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wife's  equitable  chose  in  aciion,  which  was  capable  of 
being  reduced  into  possession  at  the  time,  and  has  died 
before  the  assignee  has  attempted  to  reduce  it  into  pos- 
session. 


1843. 


Ellisow 
Elwik. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

After  repeated  discussion,  in  the  case  of  Purdew  v. 
Jackson^  before  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  and  by  Sir  Thomas 
himself,  he  said  :  *'  After  this  repeated  consideration  of 
the  subject,  I  still  continue  of  opinion  that  all  assign- 
ments, made  by  the  husband,  of  the  wife's  outstanding 
personal  chattel,  which  is  not  or  cannot  be  then  reduced 
into  possession,  whether  the  assignment  be  in  bank- 
ruptcy, or  under  the  Insolvent  Acts,  or  to  trustees  for 
payment  of  debts,  or  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consi- 
deration, pass  only  the  interest  which  the  husband  has 
subject  to  the  wife's  legal  right  by  survivorship  (/)." 

In  that  case,  Mrs.  Bolton  being  entitled  to  a  share  of 
3/.  per  cents,  after  the  death  of  Isabella  Purdew,  she 
and  her  husband  executed  an  assignment  of  her  share, 
to  Rose,  for  valuable  consideration.  Then  Bolton^  the 
husband,  died.  Afterwards,  Isabella  Purdew  died ;  and 
the  question  was  whether  Rose  was  entitled  to  the  share, 
or  Mrs.  Bolton  and  those  who  claimed  under  her.  And 
Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  in  conformity  with  what  he  had 
before  said,  decided  that  Rose  was  not  entitled,  but 
that  the  share  belonged  to  Mrs.  Bolton  and  those  who 
claimed  under  her. 

Precisely  the  same  question  arose  in  Honner  v.  Mor- 
ton (jn),  and  the  present  Lord  Chancellor  decided  in  the 


(/)  1  Russ.  70. 


(m)  3  Russ.  6^. 


I8t  April. 
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same  way.    Upon  tlie  question  that  arose  in  those  two 
cases  I  must  consider  the  law  as  settled. 

In  the  course  of  the  first  argument  b  JPurdew  y^ 
Jackson,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  put  this  question  :> 
**  Is  there  any  case  in  which,  the  husband   haying 
assigned  the  wife's  present  chose  in  action  and  having 
died  before  the  assignee  obtained  possession  of  it,  the 
assignee  prevailed  over  the  surviving  wife  (ft)/'    The 
leading  counsel  on  both  sides,  one  of  whom  was  the 
present  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  said  :  *^  We  believe 
that  such  a  case  has  not  occurred."    A  note  to  the 
report  seems  to  call  in  question  the  accuracy  of  that 
answer,  and  it  refers  to  the  case  of  The  Earl  of  Solu- 
bury  V.  Newton  and  to  the  case  of  Bates  v.  Daudy,  of 
which,  besides  the  report  in  Atkyns^  one  statement  is 
given  in  a  note  to  Purdew  v.  Jackson,  at  page  33,  and 
another  in  a  note  to  Honner  v.  Morton,  at  page  72.    It 
appears,  from  the  report  of  The  Earl  of  Salisbury  v.' 
Newton,  in  1  Eden,  that  the  only  point  made  by  the 
counsel  for  the  widow,  was  that  she  was  entitled  to 
have  a  settlement ;  and,  as  to  Bates  v.  Davdy,  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  in  3  Russ.  p.  72,  observes  that  no  doubt 
could  be  entertained  as  to  the  husband's  power  over 
the  property :  and  the  application  of  that  case  to  the 
piesent  question^  rests,  not  on  the  decree,  but  on  a  dic^ 
turn  which  was  wholly  unnecessary  for  the  decision  of 
the  actual  points  which  were  before  the  Court :  so  that 
the  answer  of  the  counsel  was,  in  substance,  correct 
As  to  the  case   of  Lord  Carteret  v.  Paschal  (o),  on 
which  Mr.  Anderdon  seemed   to  lay  great   stress,  it 
actually  was  decided  on  the  ground,  not  that  the  hus- 
band could  assign  his  wife's  chose  in  action,  but  that  he 


(n)  1  Russ.  19* 


(o)  3  P.  W.  197. 
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might  assign  her  interest  in  land  in  the  nature  of  an 
equitable  extent  under  Lord  Coioper^s  decree.  And  it  is 
also  observable,  from  what  is  stated  in  page  199,  that 
Lord  King  appeared  to  be  of  opinion  that,  if  the  wife's 
chose  in  action  was  not  reduced  into  possession  during 
the  husband's  life,  it  survived  to  her  as  against  his 
assignee. 
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It  is  useless  to  be  always  travelling  over  the  same 
ground.  I  consider  the  principle  laid  down  by  Sir 
TTiomas  Plumer  and  twice  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chatk- 
cellor,  to  b6  decisive  of  the  present  question.  Whether 
the  husband  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
whereby  the  chose  in  action  cannot,  as  against  the  wife, 
be  reduced  into  possession,  or  whether  he  survives  and 
dies  before  it  is  reduced  into  possession,  the  same  result 
must,  in  my  opinion,  follow :  and  the  consequence  is 
that,  in  the  present  case,  a  declaration  must  be  made 
that  Mr.  Nicholson's  covenant,  which  might  operate  as 
an  assignment,  does  not  now  affect  that  portion  of  the 
choses  in  action  of  his  wife,  which  was  not  reduced  into 
possession  in  his  lifetime. 
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HARRINGTON  v.  HARRINGTON, 

1  HE  bill  stated  and  the  answers  admitted  that,  in  the 
year  1841  and  prior  to  the  date  and  execution  of  the 
memorandum  after  mentioned,  Ann  Battell  the  wife  of 
the  Rev.  William  Battell^  both  since  deceased,  became 
seised  in  fee,  as  heiress-at<law  of  Jannett  Walmsleyy  of 
certain  real  estates  situate  at  Prestouy  in  Lancashire : 
that  her  husband,  being  desirous  that  she  should  have 
the  absolute  power  and  right  of  disposition  of  all  such 
real  estates  and  the  proceeds  thereof,  executed  the  fol- 
lowing memorandum  in  writing  :  "  I  the  undersigned, 
the  Rev.  William  Battell,  hereby  declare  it  to  be  my 
wish  and  intention  to  renounce  any  marital  right  which 
I  may  or  can  have  or  be  supposed  to  have,  to  the 
monies  which  shall  arise  or  be  produced  from  the  pro- 
perty in  Preston,  Lancashire,  which  descended  to  my 
wife  as  heiress-at-law  of  the  late  Miss  Jannett  IValnis- 
ley,  deceased ;  and,  in  order  to  effectuate  such  intention, 
I  hereby  agree  and  declare  that  the  said  monies,  when 
payable,  shall  be  received  and  taken  by  my  said  wife,  and 
shall  be  applied  and  disposed  of  by  her  in  such  manner 
as  she  may  think  proper.     As   witness  my  hand    this 


1843: 

17th  siid  24th 

February, 

• H ' 

Appointment, 
Power, 

mil. 

Construction, 

7  mil.  4  Sr 

1  Vict.  c.  26, 

*.  27. 

A  married  lady, 
having  power, 
under  her  set- 
tlement, to  dis- 
pose of  real  and 
personal  pro- 
perty, to  which 
her  husband 
was  entitled  for 
his  life ;  and 
her  husband 
having  agreed, 
subsequently  to 
the  marriage, 
that  certain 
other  pergonal 
pro[)erty  should 
be  disposed  of 
by  her  in  such 
manner  as  she 
thought  proper, 

made  a  will  commencing  as  follows :  "  I  Ann  B,^  the  wife  of  IV,  B,, 
by  the  authority  of  my  marriage  arUcles^  60  make  this  my  last  will 
and  testament.  Whereas  my  husband  is  entitled  to  the  whole  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  my  estates,  both  real  and  personal,  during 
his  life :  from  and  after  the  decease  of  myself  and  my  husband, 
1  do  hereby  give  &c."  1  he  testatrix  then  proceeded  to  dispose 
of  the  property  comprised  in  her  settlement :  and,  after  appoint- 
ing executors,  she  gave  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  rcmaindtr  of  her 
property^  both  real  and  personal,  to  G,  H,  Held  that  the  will  was 
an  appointment  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  post-nuptial 
agreement,  as  well  as  of  that  comprised  in  the  settlement. 
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15th  day  of  September  J  841."     The  bill  next  stated  1843. 

that,  very  shortly  after  the  date  and  execution  of  the 
memorandum,  the  real  estates  to  which  Mrs.  Battell  so 
became  entitled  as  aforesaid,  were  sold,  and  the  produce  Harrinotok, 
thereof  was  laid  out,  by  her  direction,  in  the  purchase, 
in  her  name,  of  exchequer  bills  to  the  amount  of  2,000/., 
which  were,  with  the  privity  and  approbation  of  her 
husband,  deposited  by  her  at  her  bankers,  and  there 
carried  to  her  separate  account :  that  the  interest  of  the 
exchequer  bills  was,  from  time  to  time,  either  paid  by 
the  bankers,  to  Mrs.  Battell^  to  her  separate  use,  or  was 
carried,  by  them,  to  her  separate  account:  that  Mr. 
Battell  made  his  will,  bearing  date  the  15th  day  of 
October  1841,  and  appointed  his  wife  and  the  Defend- 
ants Henn/  Thomas  Davies  and  Thomas  William  Har^ 
rington,  his  executors :  that,  besides  the  power  or  right 
of  disposition  so  given  or  reserved  to  her  by  the  memo- 
randum, Mrs.  Battell  was,  at  the  time  of  making  her 
will  after  mentioned,  entitled  to  a  general  power  of 
appointment,  limited  or  reserved  to  her  by  the  settlement 
made  on  her  marriage  with  Mr.  Battell^  bearing  date  the 
3d  of  October  1B08,  over  certain  stock,  monies,  and 
freehold  and  copyhold  estates  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment; and  that  she  duly  made  and  published  her  will 
bearing  date  the  15th  of  November  1841,  and  which 
was  to  the  purport  or  effect  following :  I  Ann  Battell 
the  wife  of  the  Rev.  William  Battell^  by  the  authority 
of  my  marriage  articles,  do")  make  this  my  last  will 
and  testament.  Whereas  my  husband  is  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  estates, 
both  real  and  personal,  during  his  life  :  from  and  after 
the  decease  of  myself  and  ray  husband,  I  do  hereby 
give  and  devise  and  bequeath  to  my  godson,  Hefity 
George  Harrington  (the  Plaintiff),  all  my  freehold 
lands,  tenements  and  premises  at  Tickhill  in  the  county 
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i84:)«         of  Yorkf  to  him  and  to  his  hein  for  ever.     I  give  and 
bequeath  to  Mr.  George  Leetoarthy  HuOand,  all  my- 
Harrington  copyhold  lands,  tenements  and  premises  situate  at  CAflK 
Haraimoton   P^^^^  *"^  Thames,  in  the  manor  of  Wak^ld  in  thie^ 
county  of  York,yrh\ch  have  beensurroMlerecl  tothensea 
of  ray  will,  for  his  life,  and,  after  his  death,  to  his  childreo 
by  his  present  wife.     After  my  just  debts  and  funeral 
expenses  are  paid,  I  give,  to  Frances  Caroline  MaiiUa 
the  wife  of  Captain  Harrington,  1,0002.    (The  testatrii 
then  gave  other  pecuniary  legacies  in  like  terms,  and  dis- 
posed of  her  household  furniture,  linen,  and  plate.)    I  do 
hereby  constitute  and  appoint  Captain  Thomas  William 
Harrington  W[id  Francis  Henry  Z%Offias,esq.execntorsof 
this  my  will ;  and  I  do  hereby  give  to  each  of  them  3002. 
upon  condition  nevertheless  that  they  shall,  within  six 
months  after  the  decease  of  myself  and  my  husband, 
take  out  a  probate  of  this  my  will  and  duly  execute  the 
same :  and  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  property, 
both  real  and  personal,  I  hereby  give  to  Henry  George 
Harrington. 

Mrs.  Battell  died  on  the  20th  day  of  September  1848 ; 
and  Mr.  Battell  died  on  the  30th  of  the  same  month; 
and  their  wills  were  proved  by  their  executors  respec- 
tively. Mrs.  BattelTs  executors  sold  the  exchequer 
bills  and  received  the  produce,  together  with  the  interest 
thereon,  which  was  in  the  hands  of  her  bankers ;  but 
they  refused  to  pay  over  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff 
except  under  the  direction  of  the  Court 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that,  under 
the  memorandum,  Mrs.  Battell  became  entitled  to  the 
absolute  right  or  power  to  dispose  of  the  exchequer 
bills  and  the  interest  accrued  thereon,  as  part  of  her 
separate  estate ;  and  that  her  will  was  an  effectual  exer- 
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cise  of  such  right  or  power ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  bad,  1843, 

consequently,  become  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  exchequer  bills  and  interest,  and  that  her 
executors  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  same  to  the  Plain-    y  ^i^HmoTOif. 
tiff:  or  that  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  and  all  other 
persons  therein  might  be  ascertained  and  declared. 

The  Defendants,  Thomas  William  Harrington  and 
Francis  Henry  Thomas^  Mrs.  BatteWs  executors,  sub- 
mitted, to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whether  the 
memorandum  did  or  was  intended  to  confer,  on  Mrs. 
Battell,  an  actual  power  or  right  to  dispose  of  the  ex- 
chequer bills,  as  part  of  her  separate  estate ;  and  whe- 
ther the  same  was  a  good,  valid  and  subsisting  power 
at  the  time  when  she  signed  her  will,  without  any  re* 
ference  as  to  whether  she  should  or  not  survive  her 
husband ;  and  whether  her  will  operated  as  a  valid  and 
effectual  exercise  of  all  powers  which  were,  in  any 
manner,  vested  in  her;  and  whether  the  exchequer 
bills  and  interest  passed  under,  and  the  right  to  the 
same  became  immediately  vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  by 
virtue  of  her  will  as  an  execution  of  the  power ;  and 
whether  the  Defendants  had  no  right  to  receive  and  no 
title  to  retain  the  same. 

The  Defendant  Davies,  one  of  Mr.  BatteWs  execu- 
tors, submitted  that  the  memorandum  did  not  actually 
confer  any  absolute  right  or  power  upon  Mrs.  BcUtell, 
to  dispose  of  the  said  exchequer  bills  and  interest,  by 
any  will  or  testamentary  disposition  thereof  during  the 
lifetime  of  her  husband ;  and  that,  her  husband  having 
survived  her,  her  will  became  wholly  inoperative  as  to 
the  exchequer  bills  and  interest:  that,  even  if  Mrs. 
Battell  had  any  right  or  power  to  dispose  of  the  ex- 
chequer bills  wd  interest  by  any  will  or  testamentary 
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1843,  disposition,  her  will  was,  expressly  and  exclusively,  con- 
fined to  the  stock,  monies  and  freehold  and  copyhold 
estates  over  which  a  power  of  disposition  was  reserved 
Harrinotok  ^  ^^^  ^y  ^^^  settlement,  and  that  the  same  did  not 
extend  to  any  other  property :  and  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances aforesaid,  the  exchequer  bills  and  interest 
were  wholly  undisposed  of  by  her  and  formed  part  of 
her  personal  estate. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  as  a  short  cause. 

After  the  pleadings  had  been  opened,  the  Vice-Chan-^ 
cellar  asked  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  at  what  time  and  by 
whom  the  estate  at  Preston  had  been  sold :  and,  the 
counsel  not  being  instructed  upon  those  points.  His 
Honor  postponed  the  hearing  of  the  cause  until  the 
particulars  inquired  after,  had  been  ascertained. 

34th  Feb.  The  following  information  was  now  communicated  to 

the  Court. 

The  estate  was  sold,  by  private  contract,  by  Mrs.  Rat* 
tell's  order,  on  the  0th  of  October  1841,  having  been 
previously  advertised  and  offered  for  sale,  by  public 
auction,  on  the  0th  of  the  preceding  month.  It  was 
^  conveyed  to  the  purchaser  by  lease  and  release,  by  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Battell  and  Mr.  Harris  the  surviving  trustee 
under  Miss  Wa/msley*8  will,  by  which,  in  1826,  she 
devised  her  real  estate  to  Harris  and  William  Cross, 
since  deceased,  To  hold  to  the  use  of  certain  persons  all 
of  whom  died  in  Miss  Walmslei/*s  Wfetime.  Miss  Walms* 
ley  died  in  Januaiy  1830;  leaving  Mrs.  Battell  her 
niece  and  only  surviving  relative,  and  who,  thereupon, 
became  entitled  to  all  her  real  and  personal  property. 
The  sale  was  actually  advertised  at  the  time  when  the 
memorandum  of  the  15th  of  September  1841  was  signed. 


Harrinoton. 
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Mr.  Belhell  and  Mr.  Hetherington,  for  the  Plaintiff,  1843. 

said  that,  under  the  memorandura  of  September  1841,  '  ^ 
Mrs.  Battell  had  power  to  dispose  of  the  proceeds  of  Marrinqtoh 
the  sale  of  the  Preston  estate,  in  such  manner  as  she 
might  think  proper ;  and  that  Cartels  v.  Kenrick  (a) 
decided  that  a  married  woman  having  a  power  to  dis- 
pose of  property,  might  make  an  effectual  disposition 
of  it,  notwithstanding  she  referred  neither  to  the  power 
nor  to  the  property  :  and  that  all  doubt  upon  the  point, 
if  any  still  remained,  was  removed  by  the  recent  Act 
for  amending  the  laws  with  respect  to  wills,  7  Will.  4  & 
1  Vict.  c.  26  (b)  :  and  that  now  there  could  be  no  doubt 
that  the  residuary  gift  in  Mrs.  BatleWs  will,  was  an 
effectual  appointment,  to  the  Plaintiff,  of  the  exchequer 
bills  in  which  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  had  been  in- 
vested. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  Mr.  Stinton  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for 
the  Defendants,  said  that  there  were  two  questions  in 

(a)  Ante^  Vol.  IX.  p.  443. 

(b)  The  37th  sect,  enacts  that  a  general  devise  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  testator,  or  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  in 
any  place  or  in  the  occupation  of  any  person  mentioned  in 
his  will,  or  otherwise  described  in  a  general  manner,  shall  be 
construed  to  include  any  real  estate  or  any  real  estate  to  which 
such  description  shall  extend  (as  the  case  may  be),  which 
he  may  have  power  to  appoint  in  any  manner  he  may  think 
proper,  and  shall  operate  as  an  execution  of  such  power, 
unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  will;  and,  in  like 
manner,  a  bequest  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  or 
any  bequest  of  personal  property  described  in  a  general 
manner,  shall  be  construed  to  include  any  personal  estate, 
or  any  personal  estate  to  which  such  description  sliall  ex- 
tend (as  the  case  may  be),  which  he  may  have  power  to 
appoint  in  any  manner  he  may  think  proper,  and  shall 
operate  as  an  execution  of  such  power,  unless  a  contrary 
intention  shall  appear  by  the  mlL 
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1843.         the  case,  first,  whether  Mrs.  Battell  had  any  power  tc^ 
dispose  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and,  secondly,  if  sb^ 
had  the  power,  whether  she  had  exercised  it^ — [Tk^ 
Harrimoton.   f^ice^C/uxncellor :  Is  not  a  will,  a  manner  of  dispoeing  %^ 
property  ?] — Supposing  that  she  bad  the  power,  ber  wif f 
IS  not  a  good  execution  of  it.    For,  at  the  commence* 
ment  of  it,  she  says,  expressly,  that  she  makes  it  by  tk 
authority  of  her  marriage  articles;  and,  therefore,  it  is 
evident  that  she  did  not  intend  it  to  be  an  execation  of 
any  other  power,  or  to  operate  upon  any  property  ei- 
cept  that  which  she  had  power  to  dispose  of  nnder  her 
marriage  articles.    And,  that  bemg  so,  the  Court  can 
not  hold  that  the  will  is  a  good  execution  of  any  other 
power ;  inasmuch  as :   ''a  contrary  intention  appears 
by  the  will.'' 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

As  I  understand  this  case,  Mrs.  JB€UteU  had  a  power, 
under  her  marriage  settlement,  to  dispose  of  the  freehold, 
copyhold  and  personal  estate  therein  comprised  :  and,  at 
the  commencement  of  her  will,  she  says  that  she  makes 
it  by  the  authority  of  her  marriage  articles.  The  fact 
is  that  she  had  two  powers,  one  under  her  marriage  set- 
tlement, and  the  other,  under  the  memorandum  of  the 
16th  of  September  1841.  Then,  after  having  disposed 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate  comprised  in  the  settle* 
ment,  she  appoints  executors ;  and  then  sap :  ''  And 
all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  property,  both 
real  and  personal,  I  hereby  give  to  Henry  George  Har- 
rington." Now,  the  construction  contended  for  by  the 
counsel  for  the  Defendants,  would  prevent  that  residuary 
clause  from  having  any  effect  whatever''^.      But  I  can 

*  It  did  not  appear  ihat  the  testatrix  had  disposed,  bj 
the  particnlar  deviies  and  bequests  in  her  will,  of  the  tAok 
of  the  property  which  she  had  power  to  iqypoint  by  virtue  of  ^ 
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not  think  that  that  is  the  right  construction:  and,  there- 
fore, I  shall  declare  that  the  exchequer  bills  passed  by 
the  will  of  Mrs.  BattelL 

her  settlement :  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  Defendants  stated, 
in  their  answers,  that  they  believed  that  the  personal  pro- 
perty which  she  had  power  to  appoint  under  her  settlement, 
was  mare  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  her  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses,  debts  and  legacies.  The  will  too  afforded 
an  argument  (in  addition  to  those  adduced  by  the  Defend- 
ants' counsel),  that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  an  exercise  of 
any  power  except  that  reserved  by  the  settlement,  namely, 
that  the  legacies  to  the  executors  were  given  on  condition 
that  they  proved  the  will  within  a  certain  time  after  the 
death  of  the  husband,  who  had  a  life  interest  under  the 
settlement. 
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JUMPSEN  V.  PITCHERS. 

IT  having  been  referred  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  and 
state  whether  a  good  title  could  be  made  to  certain 
freehold  tenements  which  the  Plaintiff  had  agreed  to 
sell  to  the  Defendant,  the  Master  reported  in  the 
negative. 

It  appeared,  on  the  hearing  of  exceptions  taken  by 
the  Plaintiffs  to  the  report,  that  the  Plaintiffs  made 
out  their  title  through  one  Elms  Foster^  to  whom 
Thomas  Jones  and  Sarah  his  wife  (whose  maiden  name 
was  Harris)j  conveyed  the  tenements,  by  lease  and  re- 
lease dated  the  3d  and  4th  of  September  1772,  in  obe- 
dience to  a  decree  of  the  Court  made  in  a  suit  of  Cole 
V.  Harris.  The  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jones  took 
place  subsequently  to  the  decree ;  and  the  release  re- 
cited it  and  contained  a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  Jones^ 

the  purchaser  may  have  been  in  possession  for 
years. 

Vol.  XIIL  a  a 


1843: 
ist  March. 
*— ""^^^^"^"""^ 

Siatuie  of 
LimitationSf 

c.  27. 

Title. 

Length  of  Time. 

If  husband  and 
wife,  being 
seised  in  fee  in 
right  of  the  wife, 
convey  to  a 
purchaser,  by 
deed  without 
fine ;  the  wife, 
if  she  survives, 
and,  if  not,  her 
heir,  may,  on 
the  husband's 
death,  recover 
the  land,  not- 
withstanding 
more  than  forty 
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1843.         that  he  and  his  wife  would  levy  a  fine  of  the  tenements. 
to  Foster ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  fine  was  eve^- 
leviedy  nor  was  it  shown  at  what  time  the  coTertur^ 
between  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jones  determined. 


JuMPftEir 
PiTCUERS. 


The  counsel  having  declined  to  take  a  case  for  tlie 
op'mion  of  a  court  of  law, 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Addis,  in  support  of  the  excep- 
tion, saidy  first,  that  the  conveyance  to  Foster  was  made 
more  than  seventy  years  ago,  and,  as  the  possession  had 
gone  according  to  that  conveyance,  for  so  great  a 
length  of  time,  the  Court  ought  to  presume  that  the 
fine  which  Jones  and  wife  had  agreed  to  levy,  was 
actually  levied. 

Secondly,  they  cited  Doe  v.  Bramston  (a),  in  which 
case  a  husband  and  wife  abandoned  the  possession  of 

(a)  3  Add.  &  £11.  63.  See  Sir  £.  Sugdens  observations 
on  that  case,  s  Vend.  &  Purch.  347  et  seq.  That  learned 
author  puts  a  case  similar  to  the  ODe  reported  in  the  text, 
and  makes  the  following  remarks  upon  it :  ^  The  decision  in 
Doe  v.  Bramston  may  be  held  to  govern  a  case  which  fre- 
quently occurred  before  fines  and  recoveries  were  abolished, 
and  will,  no  doubt,  still  oflen  arise.  I  allude  to  a  conveyance 
bj  husband  and  wife,  of  her  fee  simple  estate,  by  a  con- 
veyance not  operative  to  bind  her :  the  operation  of  such  a 
conveyance  was  to  pass  the  husband's  interest  in  his  marital 
right,  or  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  as  the  case  might  be, 
and  the  wife,  or  her  heir,  was  entitled  to  recover  upon  the 
determination  of  that  estate;  firom  which  time,  but  not  before, 
time  ran  against  them.  It  may  be  considered  difficult  to 
distin(;uish  that  case  from  Doey,  nramstou^  where  possession 
follows  the  conveyance;  for  that  decision  has  established 
that  a  married  woman  is  wiihin  tiie  first  case  provided  for  by 
the  third  section,  and,  therefore,  time  will  run  against  her 
if  she  and  her  husband  discontinue  the  possession:   and, 
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J)iPoperty  of  which  they  were  seised  in  right  of  the  wife, 
and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  an  action  of 
ejectment  brought  by  the  eldest  son  of  the  husband  and 
wife  after  their  deaths,  was  barred  under  the  17th  section 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (dd  8&  4th  W.  4,  c.  S7),  inas- 
much as  the  abandonment  of  possession  took  place 
more  than  forty  years  before  the  action  was  commenced. 
They  added  that  it  was  no  longer  requisite,  in  order  to 
bar  an  ejectment,  that  the  possession  of  the  Defendant 
should  be  adverse ;  but  it  was  sufficient  if  the  persons 
under  whom  the  Plaintiff  claimed,  had  left  the  posses- 
sion vacant,  and  the  Defendant  had  entered  and  conti- 
nued in  possession  for  the  required  number  of  years : 
and  if,  as  was  decided  in  J)oe  v.  JBramstan,  the  quitting 
of  possession  by  the  husband  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife, 
and  possession  for  forty  years  by  the  Defendant,  was 
sufficient  to  bar  the  wife  and  those  who  claimed  under 
her,  how  much  stronger  was  the  present  case,  where  the 

although  she  is,  from  her  disabiUty,  within  the  savings,  yet 
that  her  right  will  not  endure  beyond  the  forty  years,  not- 
withstanding that  her  husband  himself  lived  beyond  that 
period;  her  right  was  not  considered  to  be  saved  by  the 
continuance  of  his  estate  by  the  curtesy,  and  adverse  poi* 
seisionf  in  the  old  sense,  toas  noi  deemed  requisite.  Now,  in 
the  case  supposed,  the  wife  would  equally  quit  the  possession, 
and  her  rights  would  be  saved  to  the  same  extent,  viz.  for 
forty  years ;  and  it  certainly  is  difficult,  consistently  with  the 
above  decision,  to  allow  her  any  further  time.  But  still, 
although  now  adverse  possession  is  not  necessary,  thtre  is  a 
marked  distinction  between  a  conveyance  and  a  mere  vacant 
possession ;  for,  after  the  conveyance,  the  husband  could  not 
enter  against  his  own  act,  and  tlie  wife  would  have  no  right 
to  do  so  in  respect  of  her  estate ;  so  that  she  might  be  barred 
altogether  if  her  husband  lived  beyond  forty  years,  without 
having  had  any  power  to  recover.  It  may  well  be  held, 
therefore,  that,  where  there  is  a  convet/ance,  the  case  is  not 
governed  by  Doe  v.  Bramstou** 
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possesBion  was  transferred  under  a  decree  of  the  Court, 
and  there  had  been  possession  under  the  decree  for  up- 
wards of  seventy  years? 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Spurriery  in  support  of  the  re- 
port, said,  first,  that  a  fine,  being  matter  of  record,  could 
not  be  presumed  by  the  Court :  secondly,  that,  in  Doe 
V.  Bramston,  there  was  a  discontinuance  of  possession 
by  the  husband  and  wife,  according  to  the  language  and 
spirit  of  the  statute ;  but,  in  the  case  before  the  Court, 
there  had  been  no  discontinuance  of  possession ;  a  party 
had  been  in  possession  under  a  conveyance,  which,  so 
far  as  the  interest  of  the  husband  was  concerned,  was 
a  rightful  conveyance :  that  the  occupation  of  a  tenant 
under  a  lease  for  lives  at  a  fine  without  rent,  might  be 
held  to  bar  the  lessor  or  his  heir,  if  the  possession 
of  Foster  and  those  who  derived  title  under  him,  was 
held  to  bar  the  heir  of  Mrs.  Jones  ;  that  Sir  E.  Sugden^ 
in  his  observations  on  Doey.  Bramstouj  made  a  marked 
distinction  between  a  possession  under  a  rightful  aliena- 
tion, and  a  possession  in  the  case  of  a  vacancy  (6) ;  and 
that  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  said,  in  the  case  cited,  that,  if 
the  persons  actually  in  possession,  could  be  shown  to 
have  held  under  him  through  whom  the  Plaintiff  claimed, 
the  possession  of  the  former,  might  be  regarded  as  the 
possession  of  the  latter ;  that  that  dictum  showed  that, 
if  the  present  case  had  been  before  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  the  Court  would  not  have  held  that  Mrs.  Joneses 
heir  was  barred  by  the  statute,  for  the  possession  of 
Foster  and  those  who  claimed  under  him,  ought  to  be 
regarded  as  the  possession  of  Jones  and  wife  and  those 
who  claimed  under  them. 


(^)  See  tlie  preceding  note. 
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Mr.  BetheU,  in  reply : 

The  case  of  a  demise  for  lives,  has  no  application  to 
the  present ;  the  possession  of  the  lessee  is  not  distinct 
from  the  possession  of  the  lessor ;  but,  here,  the  posses- 
sion of  Foster  was  distinct  from  the  possession  of  Janes. 
In  the  case  put,  neither  dispossession  nor  discontinuance 
of  possession,  according  to  the  language  and  spirit  of 
the  Act,  can  have  any  existence.  An  alienee  does  not 
hold  either  as  tenant  to  or  under  the  alienor.  He  holds 
through,  not  under  the  alienor ;  a  distinction  which  hag 
not  been  sufficiently  attended  to  by  the  counsel  on  the 
other  side.  There  is  no  ground  for  the  distinction,  made 
by  Sir  £.  Sugden,  between  the  case  of  a  conveyance 
made  by  the  husband,  and  the  case  of  his  leaving  the 
possession  vacant.  The  reason  given  for  the  distinction, 
is  that,  in  the  latter  case,  the  husband  may  enter,  but,  in 
the  former,  he  has  disabled  himself  from  entering.  Upon 
the  whole,  I  submit  that  there  is  no  distinction  between 
this  case  and  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Bramston. 


1843. 


JUMPBEV 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

The  question  in   this  case  arises  upon  the  application 
of  the  decision  in  Doe  v.  Bramston  to  the  present  case. 


I  must  say  that,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  a  very  mate- 
rial distinction  between  the  case  of  a  husband  and  wife 
making  the  possession  derelict,  as  it  was  in  the  case  of 
Doe  V.  Bramston,  and  the  case  where  the  husband  and 
wife  are  seised  in  fee  in  right  of  the  wife,  and  the  hus- 
band, by  a  conveyance  which  does  not  bind  the  wife, 
purports  to  convey  the  fee.  Because  the  effect  at  law, 
is  that  that  conveyance  merely  passes,  to  the  grantee  of 
the  husband,  that  estate  which  he  had  and  might  have 
held  during  tiie  continuance  of  the  coverture.     And  I 
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cannot  but  think  that,  in  that  case,  the  right  of  the  wife 
would  come  within  the  fourth  description  of  interest  in 
the  third  section  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations :  **  And 
when  the  estate  or  interest  claimed  shall  have  been  au 
estate  or  interest  in  reversion  or  remainder,  or  other 
future  estate  or  interest,  and  no  person  shall  have 
claimed  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the  profits  of  such 
land  or  the  receipt  of  such  rent  in  respect  of  such  estate 
or  interest,  then  such  right  shall  be  deemed  to  have         ^ 
first  accrued  at  the  time  at  which  such  estate  or  interest       ^ 
became  an  estate  or  interest  in  possession/'     Becauf^      ^^ 
the  real   effect  of  the  husband's  conveyance  is  not,     .^^^ 

strictly  speaking,  to  create  a  remainder  or  veversion, 

but,  by  passing  the  interest  which  he  at  law  had  during ^^^ 
the  coverture  in  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  his  wifej^  -, 
a  future  estate  or  interest  arises  to  the  wife,  or  to  the      i' 
heir  of  the  wife  if  she  predeceases  her  husband,  upoi — :n 
the  determination  of  the  coverture:   and  then,  as  E — J 
understand  the  statute,  the  forty  years,  or  the  time  fo       t 
bringing  the  action,  would  commence  from  the  timoMiK 
when  the  coverture  determines.     I  apprehend  that  tb^^tf 
wife  and  her  husband,  have,  all  along  during  the  cover — ^ 
ture,  the  freehold  and  inheritance  in  her  right;  and  ^mL.{ 
the  husband  chooses  to  convey  the  estate  daring  th_  -^ 
coverture,  still  the  inheritance  remains  as  it  was  before-      ; 
but  with  this  circumstance,  that,  upon  the  determtnat--  - 
tion  of  the  coverture,  the  future  estate,  that  is  to  saji^r 
that  estate  which,  in  a  certain  sense,  was  future,  imm^^^" 
diately  takes  effect  iu  possession  in  the  wife,  if  she  S^^ 
the  survivor,  or  in  the  heir  of  the  wife,  if  she  predeceases^ 
her  husband.    And,  therefore,  I  apprehend  that  tha 
would  be,  "  the  future  estate  or  interest  **  in  respect  ( 
which  the  party  might   immediately  bring   an   actio 
aud  recover  possession  against  any  person  who  ha£ 
pened  to  be  in  possession. 
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The  case  before  me  is  not  a  case  of  relinquishment, 
but  the  case  of  an  actual  conveyance  which  the  hus- 
band might  lawfully  make :  and  I  cannot  imagine  that 
there  is  any  resemblance  between  a  case  where  there  is 
merely  an  abandonment  of  the  possession,  whereby  no 
estate  passes  from  the  husband  and  wife,  that  is  to  say, 
lao  estate  passes  by  any  act  of  the  husband,  and  a  case 
like  the  one  now  before  me,  where  the  act  of  the  hus- 
liand  has  such  an  effect  upon  the  whole  inheritance, 
trhat,  upon  the  determination  of  the  coverture,  the  right 
x^emains  in  the  wife  if  she  survives,  or  in  her  heir,  if  she 
predeceases  her  husband. 


1843. 
' V        ^ 
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Now,  if  the  wife  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  bus- 
l>and,  then  we  should  have  had  to  consider  what  dis- 
sibilities  might  have  affected  the  heir,  and  so  on ;  or,  if 
tiie  husband  had  died  living  the  wife,  we  should  then 
Iiave  had  to  consider  whether  she  was  under  any  dis- 
sibility:  but,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  found  when  the 
coverture  did  determine,  my  opinion  is  that  it  is  quite 
impossible,  in  such  a  state  of  things,  to  coincide  with 
the  Master  who  has  found  that  the  parties  cannot  make 
a  good  title. 


And  I  must  say  that  I  do  not  conceive  that  I  am  at 
all  infiinging  upon  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench ;  because  I  observe  that  my  Lord 
Denman  says :  '^  If  the  persons  actually  in  possession 
could  be  shown  to  have  held  under  him  through  whom 
the  Plaintiff  claims,  the  possession  of  the  former  might 
be  regarded  as  the  possession  of  the  latter ;  but,  in  this 
case  there  was  not  a  single  fact  from  which  such  an 
inference  could  be  drawn."  I  admit  that  the  very  terms 
used  by  Lord  Denman^  do  not  exactly  apply  to  the 
case  before  me  \  but  the  slightest  amplification  of  his 
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Lordship's  language  would  show  that  his  opinion  would 
have  suited  the  very  case  that  is  now  before  me;  be- 
cause my  opinion  is  that  Faster,  who  took  by  conveyance 
from  Jones  and  his  wife,  was  a  person  who  did  hold 
under  Jones,  by  means  of  the  lawful  estate  which  Janes 
could  create,  and  the  creation  of  which  had  the  effect  of 
making  that  which  was  the  wife's  present  estate,  a 
future  estate  within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  descrip- 
tion in  the  third  section  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
Therefore  it  must  be  referred  back  to  the  Master  to 
review  his  report. 


After  the  judgment  had   been   pronounced,    office 
copies  of  certain  orders  &c,  in  Cole  v.  Nash,  were  pro* 
duced,  from  which  it  appeared  that  Foster  paid  his^ 
purchase-money  into  Court  and  was  let  into  posses- 
sion of  the  tenements,  before  the  marriage  of  Mr.  an< 
Mrs.  Jones'^.     Upon  which  his  Honor  intimated  thai 
the  case  fell  within  the  principle  of  Doe  v.  Bramston^ 
and  made  an  order  allowing  the  exception,  and  referrii 
it  back  to  the  Master  to  review  his  report f. 


♦  Although  Mrs.  Jones  was  mentioned  in  the  orders  by  he^  —^ 
maiden  name,  the  fact  was,  that  the  marriage  took  place  oiu  ^" 
the  14th  of  July  177a,  on  which  day  the  report  of  Foiier^^'^ 
being  the  purchaser  of  the  tenements,  was  absolutely  con —  ^^ 
firmed. 

f  The  counsel  for  the  exceptant  submitted  that  the  ex^ — -  -^' 
ccption  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  as  it  asserted  that  ih^s:^^  ^^ 
Master  ought  to  have  certified  that  a  good  title  had  been^r~^  '^ 
shown  to  the  tenements.  The  Vice-Chancellor  said  that  he^^  *® 
considered  that  assertion  to  be  surplusage,  and  that  he  did^-^  ° 
not  mean  to  intimate  that  a  good  title  had  been  shown. 

On  the  second  reference,  the  orders  &c.  in  Cole  v.  Nash^^^ 
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It  is  submitted,  however,  that  his  Honor  cannot  be  1 843. 

considered  to  have  decided  that  the  title  was  good, 
inasmuch  as  the  effect  of  the  orders  in  Cole  v.  Nash 
and  of  what  had  taken  place  under  them,  was  not 
argued  ;  nor  indeed  were  those  ordera,  regularly,  before 
tlie  Court.  Had  it  been  otherwise,  it  might  have  been 
contended,  perhaps,  that  the  rightful  title  which  Foster 
acquired  by  the  conveyance,  prevented  the  forty  years 
from  running  during  the  continuance  of  that  title^  that 
is,  during  Joneses  life. 


were  produced,  and  the  Master  then  reported  in  favour  of 
the  title.  The  Defendant  excepted  to  the  report.  The 
exception  was  argued  before  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce, 
who  considered  the  objection  founded  on  the  irregularity  of 
the  proceedings  in  Cole  v,  Nash,  to  be  an  objection,  not  of 
title  but  of  conveyance,  and  over-ruled  the  exception.  See 
1  Collyer's  Reports,  13. 

N.B, — The  PlaintifTs  name  was  sometimes  spelt  Jumpsm, 
and,  sometimes,  Jumpson,  as  in  Mr.  Collyer's  report. 
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7th  and  8th 

.  ^T^'  -^   John  Roberts  made  his  wiii  dated  the  22d  of 

Legacy.         March  IBOO,  and,  after  directing  his  debts,  funeral  ex- 

Exoneratton  of  penses  and  the  charges  of  proving  his  will  to  be  paid, 

PersomU  Estate,  t^ ..  ^  /  /        f...  ,\/ 

IVilL  ^y  ^^^  executors  and  executnx,  out  of  his  personal  estate^ 

Construction,     he  gave  to  James  Bishop,  John  Cruttenden  and  ITiomas 

rp      ~T  Sawyer,  his  manor  and  farm  called  Borezell,  and  other 

to  the  children     estates    which   he   particularly   described    and    men- 

of  his  daughter,  tJoned  to  be  then  in  his  own  occupation;    and  also 

a  leffacv  or 

3  OCX)// to  be      *'l  ^"s  ready  money,  securities  for  money,  book-debts, 

paid  and  pay-  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  farm" 

t   f  h^  ^  ^  *^^*  ^^  utensils,  and  all  other  his  real  and  personal 

manors,  mes-  estate,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  uses  Sec  thereinafter 

Buages  &c.^nd  expressed  (that  is  to  say),  to  the  intent  and  purpose 

and  charged  ^^^  ^'^  ^'^'*®  might  have  the  free  use  and  occupation  of 

the  same  to  his  capital  messuage  called  Borezell,  and  such  part  of 

a  i^'nttliCTeof  ^^^  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china 

accordingly.  and  other  effects,  as  his  trustees  should  consider  neces- 

Held  that  the      g^,^  (q^  y^^^  comfort  and  convenience,  during  her  life, 
leffacv  was  oav*  •       • 

able  out  of  the    ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^  should  continue  his  widow: 
testator's  real 

^^Tesmor^after       **  ^^^  ^'^  *^  ^^  ^°^^"^  ^"^  purpose  that  she  shall 
giving  an  an-      and  may,  by  and  out  of  the  said  manor,  messuages,  lands, 

nuity  to  his         woodlands,  hereditaments  and  personal  estate,  or  by  and 

WI16   o  6 vised 

bis  real  estates    ^"^  of  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  my  said  trustees  shall 

to  trustees  in       deem  most  proper  and  consistent  with  the  true  meaning  of 

trust  to  pay  the  ^^^^  ^y  ^m  receive,  during  her  life,  or  so  long  as  she 
annuity  there-  j        ^  /  o  & 

out,  and  gave 

his  wife  powers  of  distress  and  entry  on  his  estates.  He  then 
devised  his  estates  in  strict  settlement,  subject,  expressly,  to  the 
annuity  and  to  the  powers  of  distress  and  entry.  Held  neverthe- 
less, taking  the  whole  of  the  will  together,  that  the  testator  s 
personal  estate  was  primarily  liable  to  pay  the  annuity. 
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shall  continue  my  widow,  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly 
sum  of  300 /.y  she  maintaining^  educating  and  bringing 
up  my  son  John  Roberts^  and  such  other  child  or  chil- 
dren as  I  may  hereafter  have/' 

The  testator  then  empowered  his  wife,  in  case  the 
said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  should  be  in  arrear  for  thirty 
days,  to  distrain,  and,  in  case  it  should  be  in  arrear  for 
sixty  days,  to  enter  upon  and  receive  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits of  all  or  any  part  of  his  said  manor,  messuages  Sfc. ; 
and  he  declared  that  the  annuity  so  limited  in  use  to 
his  wife,  and  the  other  provision  made  for  her  by  his 
will,  were  given  and  limited  to  her  in  bar  of  all  dower 
and  thirds  which  she  could  claim  out  of  any  manors, 
messuages  &c.  whereof  he  then  was  or,  at  the  time  of 
his  decease,  should  be  seised;  and  that,  within  six 
calendar  months  after  his  decease,  she  should  execute 
such  release  of  all  dower  and  thirds  which  she  might 
be  entitled  to  out  of  his  said  manor,  messuages  8ic.,  or 
out  of  his  personal  estate,  as  his  trustees,  or  the  per^ 
son  then  entitled  to  his  said  manor,  messuages  &c. 
under  the  limitations  in  his  will,  should  require ;  and, 
in  case  she  should  refuse  so  to  do,  or  should  marry 
again,  that  all  the  gifts,  bequests  and  provi^ons  in  his 
will,  for  her  benefit,  should  cease. 

^*  And  as  to,  for  and  concerning  my  said  manor^ 
messuages  &c.  hereinbefore  devised  to  the  said  James 
Bishop,  John  Cruttenden  and  Thomas  Sawyer,  (subject 
to  the  residence  of  my  said  wife  in  my  said  capital 
messuage  called  Borezell,  and  charged  and  chargeable 
with  the  said  annuity,  or  so  much  and  such  a  proportion 
thereof  as  my  said  trustees  shall,  in  their  discretion,  think 
prudent  to  lay  on  the  same  consistent  with  the  true 
meaning  of  this  my  will,  and  to  the  several  powers  and 
remedies  given    and   provided   for  securing  the   said 
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1843.  annuity)  to  the  use  of  my  son  John  Roberts  and  his 

assigns,  upon  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 

RoBBHTs       fy^  Yi\s  life."    The  testator  then  made  limitations  to  the 

J) 
n,  ..\.  Arst  and  other  sons  of  his  son  in  tail-male,  and  to  his 

llOBERTS.  ' 

own  second  and  other  sons,  and  to  other  persons  (one  of 
whom  was  the  Plaintiff),  for  their  lives,  on  their  attain- 
ing twenty-one,  with  remainder  to  their  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail-male;  and,  in  making  each  of  those  limita- 
tions, he  repeated  the  words :  **  subject  and  charged  as 
aforesaid."  He  next  directed  that  such  farming  busi- 
ness as  he  should  be  engaged  in  at  his  death,  on  the 
devised  estates,  should  be  continued,  by  his  trustees, 
until  his  son,  John,  should  attain  twenty-one,  and,  in 
case  of  his  son's  death  under  that  age,  then  until  the 
person  next  in  remainder  should  attain  that  age;  it^ 
being  his  intention  that  no  remainder-man  under  the 
limitations  of  his  will,  should  come  to  the  possession  < 
his  said  manor,  messuages  &c.,  until  he  should  have 
attained  twenty-one.  And  he  entreated  his  trustees, 
as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  afler  his  decease, 

cause  an  inventory  to  be  made  of  his  farming  stock ^ 

goods,  chattels,  ready  money,  securities  for  money ,  and  al^^ 
his  other  effects,  in  order  to  enable  them  the  better  tc^i^ 
satisfy  themselves  of  the  advantages  resulting  from  ih^^ 
said  business.     And  he  empowered  them,  during  th^^ 
minority  of  his  son  John,  and,  in  the  event  of  his  deathi— — 
under  twenty-one,  then  during  the  minority  of  the  per— — ' 
son  next  in  remainder  under  the  limitations  of  his  will^^^ 
and  so  on,  from  time  to  time,  until  one  of  the  personi^g'^ 
in  remainder  should  attain  twenty-one,  to  fell,  as  wel^K-  ^ 
for  sale  as  for  repairs  of  any  of  the  buildings  belongin^^^ 
to  his  said  estates,  such  timber  as  they  should  think 
prudent,  and  to  place  out  the  money  arising  by  such  sale 
on  Government  or  real  security,  in  their  names,  and  lie 
directed  that  the  princpul  and  interest  (licrtof  should  bc^^^^ 
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considered  as  part  of  his  personal  estate,  and  be  8ub«>  1843. 


ject  to  the  bequests  and  dispositions  thereof  therein 
mentioned. 

And  as  for  and  concerning  all  and  singular  his  per- 
sonal estate  thereinbefore  bequeathed  to  the  trustees, 
be  declared  that  the  same  was  so  bequeathed  to  them 
upon  trust  to  invest  such  part  thereof  as  should  not 
consist  of  farming  stock,  either  on  Government  or  real 
security,  and,  out  of  the  interest  thereof  and  the  profits 
of  his  farming  business  during  the  period  that  the 
same  should  be  carried  on  by  his  trustees,  in  the  first 
place,  to  pay  the  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  300  2.  there* 
inbefore  provided  for  his  wife,  and  to  invest  the  overplus 
of  such  interest  and  profits,  in  order  that  the  same  might 
accumulate  for  the  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned: 
which  were,  in  the  event  of  his  having  one  or  more 
daughters,  to  pay  1,000/.  to  each  of  them  on  their  at- 
taining twenty-one ;  and,  in  the  event  of  his  having  two 
or  more  sons  who  should  attain  that  age,  to  divide  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  amongst  them  equally ;  and 
in  the  event  of  his  having  no  son  who  should  attain 
twenty-one,  then  to  pay  the  whole  of  his  personal  es^ 
tate,  subject  to  his  wife^s  anntdty^  or  to  such  a  proportion, 
thereof  as  his  trustees  should  think  proper  to  charge  the 
same  with^  consistent  with  the  true  meaning  of  his  will, 
to  his  daughters  equally,  on  their  attaining  twenty-one : 
but  if  his  son  John  or  any  of  his  after-born  son  or  sons 
should  die  without  leaving  a  son,  but  leaving  a  daughter 
or  daughters,  then,  in  the  event  of  the  testator  not  leav- 
ing any  daughter,  to  divide  the  whole  of  his  said  personal 
estate,  subject  as  aforesaid,  amongst  the  daughter  and 
daughters  of  his  sons  in  equal  shares.    And,  after  pro- 
viding for  the   indemnity   and   reimbursement  of  his 
trustees,  be  appointed  his  wife,  his  trustees  and  his  son 
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John  upon  his  attaining  a  competent  age,  executrix  and 
executors  of  his  will;  and  he  committed  the  guardian- 
ship of  his  son  and  any  afler-bom  children,  to  his  wife 
during  their  minority^  in  case  she  should  so  long  con- 
tinue his  widow. 


The  testator  made  a  codicil  dated  the  4th  of  April 
1809,  by  which  he  directed  his  trustees  to  permit  his 
son  John  Roberts  to  carry  on  his  farming  business,  for 
his  own  use  and  benefit,  when  he  should  attain  the  age 
of  eighteen  years ;    and  appointed   the  trustees  joint 
executors  of  his  will,  and  guardians  of  his  children 
during  their  minorities :  and  he  appointed  his  wife,  dur- 
ing her  widowhood  only,  and  his  son  John  Roberts, 
overseers  of  his  will,  and  requested  them  to  see  the 
same  duly  performed.     The  testator  then  expressed 
himself  as  follows :  **  And  whereas  I  have,  by  my  said 
will,  given,  devised  and  bequeathed  to  my  said  wife, 
Charlotte  Roberts,  one  annuity  or  ckar  yearly  rent  or 
sum  of  300/.,  for  her  life  or  so  long  as  she  shall  remain 
my  widow,  subject  to  the  maintenance,  education  and 
bringing  up,  thereout,  of  my  said  son  John  Roberts 
and  of  such  other  child  or  children  as  I  might  there^ 
after  have;   now  my  will  is  that  my  said  wife  shall 
not  be  subject  to  the  maintenance  of  any  or  either  of 
my  children  in  respect  of  her  said  annuity, year/^  rent*' 
charge,  or  sum  of  300/.,  but  only  to  their  education  and 
clothing;  nor  shall  my  said  son  John  Roberts  be  entitled 
to  any  provision  for  education,  clothing  or  otherwise, 
from  my  said  wife,  from  and  out  of  her  said  annuity  or 
yearly  rentcharge  of  300/.,  after  be  shall  attain  the  age 
of  eighteen  years  and  shall  take  upon  himself  my  farm- 
ing business  as  aforesaid:  and  my  will  is  that  my  afore- 
said trustees  shall  carry  on  my  farming  business  until 
my  said  son  shall  attain  his  said  age  of  eighteen  years, 
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«tid  pay  and  apply  the  profits  and  produce  thereof,  or  bo  1 843. 

much  thereof  as  shall  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  for 
and  towards  the  maintenance,  but  not  education  and 
clothing,  of  all  and  every  my  children,  in  such  manner        Roberts. 
as  they  shall  think  proper,  and  place  out  the  residue  of 
such  profits  and  produce  (if  any),  together  with  such 
part  of  my  personal  estate  as  is  directed  to  be  placed 
out  at  interest  by  my  said  will,  upon  such  security  or 
securities,  and  to  and  for  such  ends,  intents  and  pur* 
poses,  and  upon  such  trusts  as,  in  and  by  my  said  will, 
is  mentioned  and  directed  concerning  the  profits  and 
gains  of  my  said  farming  business  and  my  said  personal 
estate  thereby  directed  to  be  placed  out  at  interest  as 
aforesaid.     But  my  will  nevertheless  is  that  the  divi- 
dends, interest  and  produce  of  the  monies  so  to  be  placed 
out  at  interest,  shall  be  paid  and  applied  by  my  said 
trustees,  if  necessary,  for  and  towards  the  maintenance 
of  all  other  my  children  except  my  son  John,  during 
their  respective  minorities,  in  such  manner  as  my  said 
tmstees  shall  think  proper:   and  if  it  shall   happen 
that  the  annuity,  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  300  /.,  shall  be 
determined  by  the  death  or  second  marriage  of  my  said 
^rife,  during  the  minority  of  any  or  either  of  my  chil- 
dren^  then  I  direct  that  the  profits  and  produce  to  be 
X'eceived,  by  my  said  trustees,  from  my  farming  business, 
^nd  the  dividends,  interest  and  produce  of  the  said 
^jTOSt  monies,  shall  also  be  paid  and  applied  for  the 
education  and  clothing  of  all  and  every  my  children,  or 
^ncb  of  them  as  shall  be  under  the  age  of  twenty^ne 
years. 

"And  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath,  unto  my  daughter 
Charlotte  Roberts,  for  her  life,  in  addition  to  what  I 
laave  given  to  any  daughter  or  daughters  by  ray  said 
''^ill,  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  rent  or  sum  0/200L,  to 
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be  issuing  out  of  all  my  aforesaid  manors^  messuages^ 
farmsy  lands^  tenemenis,  hereditaments  and  real  estates : 
and  I  do  hereby  charge  and  make  aubject  all  and  every 
of  my  said  manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tenements, 
hereditaments  and  real  estates  with  and  to  the  payment 
of  the  said  annuity,  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  200/.,  and  do 
authorize  and  empower  my  said  daughter  to  raise  and 
levy  the  same  by  distress  and  sale  on  the  said  here- 
ditaments and  premises  charged  therewith,  when  and 
so  often  as  the  same  shall  be  behind  and  unpaid,  &c. 
&c.  Also  I  give  and  bequeath,  unto  such  child  or 
children  as  my  said  daughter  shall  happen  to  have,  the 
legacy  or  sum  of  2,000/.,  to  be  paid  to  them,  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions,  if  more  than  one,  share  and 
share  alike,  when  and  as  soon  after  the  decease  of  my 
said  daughter  as  they  shall  respectively  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years  ;  and  to  be  paid  and  payable  from 
and  out  of  my  said  manors^  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tene^ 
mentSy  hereditaments  and  real  estates ;  and  I  do  hereby 
charge  and  subject  the  same  estates  with  and  to  the 
payment  thereof  accordingly." 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  his  codicil, 
leaving  his  wife,  and  his  son  and  daughter  named  in 
his  will  (who  were  his  only  issue)  him  surviving.  The 
son  died  in  1830,  without  issue;  and,  thereupon,  the 
Plaintiff  became  tenant  for  life  in  possession  of  the  tes- 
tator's real  estates. 

The  bill  was  filed  against  the  testator's  widow  and 
sole  surviving  executrix,  the  Plaintiff's  eldest  son  who 
was  entitled  to  the  first  estate  of  inheritance  in  the 
testator's  estates,  and  the  children  of  the  testator's 
daughter,  who  was  dead.  The  questions  were,  first, 
whether  the  testator's  personal  estate  was,  as  the 
Plaintiff  contended,  the  primary  fund  for  payment  of 
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the  widow^s  annuity,  or  whether  (as  she  insisted)  his 
real  estates  were  charged  w*th  it  in  exoneration  of 
his  personal  estate :  and,  secondly,  whether  the  legacy 
of  2,000/.  given,  by  the  codicil,  to  the  children  of  the 
testator's  daughters,  was,  as  they  contended,  payable 
exclusively,  or  primarily  at  least,  out  of  the  testator's 
real  estates. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  Plaintiff: 
The  testator,  in  the  first  instance,  devises  all  his 
real  and  all  his  personal  estate  to  his  trustees,  and  then 
he  proceeds  to  declare  trusts  of  that  mixed  fund.  The 
first  trust  is  that  his  wife  shall  have  the  use  and  occu- 
pation of  his  capital  messuage  and  of  such  part  of  his 
household  goods  &c.  as  his  trustees  shall  consider 
necessary  for  her  comfort  and  convenience,  during  her 
widowhood.  The  next  is  that  his  wife  shall,  out  of  his 
real  estates  and  also  out  of  his  personal  estate,  receive 
an  annuity  of  300  Z.  a  year  during  the  same  period.  It 
IS  true  that  power  is  given,  to  the  trustees,  to  charge 
the  annuity  upon  such  part  or  parts  of  the  aggregate 
fund,  as  they  shall  deem  most  proper  and  consistent 
with  the  true  meaning  of  the  will :  but  they  have  not 
thought  proper  to  exercise  that  discretionary  power. 
It  is  true  also  that  the  testator,  when  he  declares  uses 
of  bis  real  estates,  uses  the  words :  **  charged  and 
chargeable  with  the  said  annuity  to  my  said  wife:" 
but  those  words  mean  nothing  more  than  what  he  had 
before  expressed.  For  we  admit  that,  in  the  preceding 
part  of  his  will,  he  had  charged  his  real  estates  with  the 
payment  of  the  annuity ;  and  all  that  we  contend  for  is 
that  his  personal  estate  is  primarily  liable  to  pay  it. 

Again,  when  the  testator  declares  trusts  of  his  per- 
sonal estate,  he  directs  his  trustees  to  invest  such  part 
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of  it  as  shall  not  consist  of  fanning  stock,  in  Govern- 
ment or  real  securities,  and,  out  of  the  interest,  divi- 
dends and  proceeds  of  the  principal,  and  the  profits  of 
his  fanning  business,   tn   the  first  place^   to  pay  the 
annuity,  and   then  to  accumulate  the  surplus.    The 
codicil  also  aflfords  strong,  if  not  conclusive,  evidence 
that  the  testator  intended  his  personal  estate  to  be  the 
primary  fund  for  paying  the  annuity :  for,  after  having 
subjected  the  annuity  to  the  burden  of  clothbg  and 
educating  his  children,  he  says  that  if  the  annuity  shall     ^^ 
determine  by  the  death  or  second  marriage  of  his  wife,  .^ 
the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  securities  in  which  his  ^^ 
personal  estate  and  the  profits  of  his  fanning  business^^ 
shall  be  invested,  shall  be  paid  and  applied  for  thr       ■ 
education  and  clothing  of  his  children.     He  plainlj^gr 

gives  that  direction,  because  he  had  subjected  his  per 

sonal  estate  to  a  liability,  from  which,  in  the  even  t 
contemplated,  it  would  be  exempted.  Moreover  it  ma^^r 
be  remarked  that  the  first  taker  of  the  real  estates  ^Ss 
also  the  residuary  legatee  of  the  personalty.  Und<  =gr 
these  circumstances  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  th^  e 
personal  estate  is  exonerated  from  the  payment  of  tl^BBe 
annuity.     DuJie  of  Ancaster  v.  Mayer  {a). 


There  may  be  some  little  difficulty  with  respect  to  tl^v.e 
legacy  of  2,000  /.  given  by  the  codicil,  as  it  is  not  chargec:3i 
expressly,  upon  the  personal  as  well  as  the  real  estates  ; 
there  is,  however,  nothing  to  show  that  the  testator  ix:^*' 
tended  to  exempt  his  personal  estate  from  the  paymer"^* 
of  it.  And  the  cases  decide  that  a  testator's  person^^ 
estate  is  primarily  liable  to  pay  a  legacy,  unless  there  a^tne 
either  expressions  or  a  manifest  intention  to  exempt  ft-  t. 


{a")  1  Bro.  C.  C.  454. 
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Lord  Inckiguin  v.  French  (b);    Samwell  v.  Wake(c); 
Uarewood  S^  Child's  Case  (rf). 

The  Vice^C/iancellor  i^^The  question  is  whether  there 
is  any  gift  of  the  legacy  except  in  the  direction  to 
pay  it. 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  Bacon  appeared  for  the  Defendant 
John  Roberts,  the  Plaintiff's  eldest  sou,  whose  interest 
was  the  same  as  the  Plaintiff's. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  John  Evans  for  the  other  De- 
fendantSy  the  widow  of  the  testator,  and  the  children  of 
his  daughter  Charlotte. 
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The  Vicb-Chancbllor  : 

I  will  not  trouble  you  with  respect  to  the  legacy  of 
2,000/.  given  by  the  codicil.  The  testator  says  :  '*  I  give 
and  bequeath  unto  such  child  or  children  as  my  said 
daughter,  Charlotte,  shall  happen  to  have,  the  legacy 
or  sum  of  2,000/.  of  lawful  money  as  aforesaid,  to  be 
paid  to  them,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  if  more 
than  one,  share  and  share  alike,  when  and  as  soon  after 
the  decease  of  her,  my  said  daughter,  as  they  shall 
respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  to  be 
paid  and  payable  from  and  out  of  my  said  manors,  mes- 
suages, farms,  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  and 
real  estates."  So  that  the  gift  of  the  legacy,  the  time 
at  which,  and  the  fund  out  of  which  it  is  to  be  paid, 
are  all  comprised  in  one  and  the  same  sentence.  The 
words  :  *^  And  1  do  hereby  charge  and  subject  the  same 

(b)  1  Arab.  33.  (c)  I  bro.  C.  C.  144. 

((/)  Ca.  temp.  Talbot,  204,  cited. 

B  B  2 


846 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


1843. 


Roberts 
Roberts. 


estates  with  and  to  the  payment  thereof  accordingly," 
are  superfluous.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  personal 
estate  is  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  that  legacy. 

Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Evans  then  proceeded  to  argue 
the  question  with  regard  to  the  annuity  : 

The  question  now  before  the  Court,  is  not  a  que8tio»:r^:.«|| 
of  exemption  from  the  payment  of  legacies  in  general^  ^j^ 
but  of  exemption  with   respect  to  this  particular  an  .^cm. 
nuity.    The  real  estate  is  given  subject,  expressly,  tm^^mo 
the  annuity ;  but  the  personal  estate  is  not  so  given  -^cn : 
and  when  we  find  a  gift  of  a  fund  subjected  to  a  p^w  ^^r* 
ticular  charge,  and  a  gift  of  another  fund  not  burdene^^^ed 
with  any  charge,  are  we  not  bound  to  infer  that  the  tes^-^^s- 
tator  meant  that  other  fund  to  be  taken,  by  the  done-^^aee, 
free  from  every  charge  ?     Would  it  not  be  plainly  ill»>  jBo- 
gical  to  infer  that  the  donor  meant  the  same  thing  wi^-  .f  itb 
regard  to  both  gifts  ?    Burton  v.  KnowUan{e).     In  tLt  ^Hiis 
case  the  real  and  personal  estate  are,  both  of  them,  givi^  ^^en 
to  the  same  person,  who  is  not  the  sole  executor  11^      mil 
even  one  of  the  executors :  the  real  estate  is  given  iin^     ifi 
ject,  expressly,  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  t  —^Ae 
whole  of  the  personal  estate  is  given  by  a  bequest  whi-   — ci 
is  in  its  nature  specific.     Wherever  those  elements  a^^re 
found,  there  are  the  grounds  of  exemption.     Booth        r. 
Blundell  (/).     The  scheme  of  the  will  in  that  case,        w 
very  analogous  to  the  scheme  of  that  now  before  \m-^' 
and  that  case  seems  to  decide  that,  whenever  adequis-'te 
provision  is  made,  out  of  the  real  estate,  to  answer*    & 
pecuniary  gift,  and  the  whole  of  the  personal  estate      i& 
given  away,  the  gift  shall  be  confined  to  the  real  estaC-^9 
and  be  exclusively  chained  upon  it.     The  principle     ^>^ 
that  case  was  applied,   by  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C,      i*^ 


(<?)  3  \'es.  107.  (f)  I  Mer.  193,  and  19  Yes,  494. 
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Greene  v.  Greene  {g\  and  Michell  v.  Mkhell  (A).     All 
the  grounds  of  exemption  which  existed  in  those  cases, 
are  to  be  found  in  this,  with  the  additional  circumstance 
that  the  person  who  takes  the  personal  estate,  takes  the 
real  estate  also.     In  Driver  v.  Ferrand{i)  a  testator  de- 
vised part  of  his  real  estates  to  Ferrand  and  Smithy  in 
trust  to   receive  the  rents,  and  to  apply  the  monies 
arising  therefrom  for  the  liquidating  his  debts,  &c. :  and 
then,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will,  he  bequeathed 
all  his  personal  estate,  enumerating  the  particulars  of 
which  it  consisted,  to  Ferrand,  who  was  joined  in  the 
executorship  with  Smith :  and  Sir  John  Leach,  M.  R., 
came  to  the  conclusion,  which  his  prior  decisions  war- 
ranted, that  the  testator  could  not  have  intended  his 
personal  estate  to  be  applied  to  pay  his  debts  in  exone- 
ration of  the  real  estates  before  charged  with  them. 
Blount  V.  Hipkins  (k)  decides  that,  where  the  personal 
estate  is  specifically  given,  and  provision  is  made  for 
payment  of  debts  out  of  real  estate,  the  exoneration  of 
the  personal  estate  will  not  be  affected  by  the  legatee  of 
the  personal  estate  being  also  the  sole  executrix.    The 
result  of  these  authorities  is  that,  where  there  is  a 
specific  gift  of  personal  estate  to  an  individual,  coupled 
with  a  provision  for  payment  of  debts  out  of  real  estate, 
you  have  all  the  elements  of  a  case  of  exoneration  of  the 
personal  estate  from  the  payment  of  the  debts.     Two 
Cases  have  drawn  the  distinction,  in  a  very  marked  man- 
gier, between  the  personal  estate  being  exonerated  from 
^lie  payment  of  debts,  and  being  the  primary  fund  for 
|>«Lyment  of  them.   Those  cases  are  Spurwatf  v.  Glynn  {I) 
^LKid  Hancoxy.  Abbey  {m).  In  the  latter  of  those  cases  Sir 
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(g)  4  Madd.  148. 

{h)  5  Madd.  69. 

(1)  1  Russ.  &  MyK68i. 


(k)  Ante,  Vol.  VII.  p.  43. 

(/)  9  Ves.  483. 

(to)  11  Ves.  179;  see  188. 
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W,  Grant,  M.  R.,  says :  '•  The  intention  in  this  will 
is  very  strongly  manifested  by  the  manner  in  which  this 
devise  is  made.  Then,  is  that  intention  rebutted  by  the 
mode  in  which  the  personal  estate  is  given,  it  is  true, 
after  payment  of  all  just  debts  and  legacies  ?  But,  if  I 
put  the  true  construction  upon  the  preceding  part,  and,, 
if  the  intention  was,  exclusively,  to  appropriate  the  reaL 
estate  to  that  particular  debt,  this  part  of  the  will  must: 
be  construed  so  as  to  make  it  consistent  with  what  was 
already  done.  This  is  not  a  case  of  direct  and  uttes 
repugnance,  so  as  to  compel  an  election  which  part  shal  1 
stand :  but  if  the  construction  u|K)n  the  first  part 
sound,  it  may  be  said,  in  fair  reasoning,  he  means,  by  th^ 
latter  part,  to  subject  his  personal  estate  to  all  suctm 
debts  only  as  he  has  not  already  provided  for  by  buI>^ 
jecting  the  real  estate  exclusively  to  them  ;  for  tho&^ 
debts  are  put  out  of  the  question,  as  if  they  did  no^ 
exist;  being  already  amply  provided  for.  Therefore^ 
afterwards,  he  provides  only  for  all  other  debts.  TK^ 
very  same  expression  occurs  in  Hale  v.  Cox ;  only  in  £^ 
difterent  part  of  the  will.  It  does  not  appear  to  hav^ 
struck  Lord  7%Mr/oM?  that  this  provision,  in  the  preceding 
part  of  the  will,  made  much  difference  as  to  the  con — 
struction  upon  the  clause  providing  for  the  particula.r 
debt;  and  the  distinction  whether  the  direction  to  p^y 
all  the  debts  out  of  the  personal  estate,  is  in  the  bc^ia.— 
ning  or  end  of  the  will,  is  too  slight.  It  might  be  m^-" 
terial,  if  there  was  a  direct  and  utter  repugnance  tha-^ 
could  not,  by  construction,  be  reconciled  :  not  where  *^ 
18  easy,  by  construction,  to  reconcile  any  apparent 
pugnance.  If  the  will  shows  a  clear  and  manifest  inte* 
tion  that  this  mortgage  shall  be  a  burden  upon  the  r^  ^ 
estate,  it  amounts  to  this,  that  it  shall  not  be  considesr  ^^ 
a  debt  of  this  testator's  as  to  his  personal  estate." 
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We  submit  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  will  and  on  the  authority  of  the  cases  to  which 
we  have  referred,  the  Court  must  hold  that,  in  the 
event,  which  happened,  of  the  testator's  son  becoming 
entitled  under  the  limitations  of  the  will,  he  took  the 
personal  estate  freed  from  the  annuity. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  in  reply,  observed  that  it  was  a  mis- 
take to  say  that  the  son  took  an  interest  in  the  whole 
personal  estate  under  the  trusts  of  the  will;  because 
the  legacies  of  1,000/.  each,  to  the  testator's  daughters, 
as  well  as  his  wife's  annuity,  were  payable  out  of  it. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor: 

In  order  to  determine  whether  the  testator  intended 
his  personal  estate  to  be  exonerated  from  the  payment 
of  this  annuity,  I  must  look  at  the  whole  of  his  will. 

The  rule  of  law  is  that,  primA  fade,  debts  and  lega- 
cies are  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate ;  and,  if  an 
annuity  or  a  legacy  is  given  out  of  a  mixed  fund  con- 
sisting of  realty  and  personalty,  the  personalty  is  pri- 
maiily  liable  to  the  payment  of  it,  unless  it  is  exempted 
from  that  liability,  either  by  express  words  or  by  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  testator  to  be  collected  from 
the  context  of  his  will. 
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Let  us  then  see  what  the  testator  in  this  case  has 
done.  In  order  to  ascertain  his  intention  with  regard 
to  the  point  in  dispute,  it  will  be  necessary  to  look  at  a 
great  number  of  clauses  in  his  will. 

He  sets  out  with  directing  his  debts,  funeral  expenses 
and  the  charges  of  proving  his  will  to  be  paid,  by  his 
executors  and  executrix,  out  of  his  personal  estate.    On 
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that  no  doubt  arises ;  for  there  is  nothing,  in  the  whole 
will,  to  contradict  it.     He  then  gives  all  his  real  and  all 
his  personal  estate  to  his  trustees,  to  the  intent  and 
purpose  that  his  wife  shall  have  the  use  and  occupatioiL. 
of  his  capital  messuage,  and  such  part  of  his  household- 


goods  &c.  as  his  trustees  shall  consider  necessary  foe 
her  comfort  and   convenience;  and  also  to  the  inten^K 
and  purpose  that  she  shall,  by  and  out  of  his  real  an(S. 
personal  estate,  or  by  and  out  of  such  part  or  part^ 
thereof  as  his  trustees  shall  deem  most  proper  and  con — 
sistent  with  the  true  meaning  of  his  will,  have,  receive 
and  take,  during  her  life  or  widowhood,  one  annuity  ox" 
clear  yearly  sum  of  300/.     Here  the  testator  seems  tc^ 
have  had  an  idea  that  his  trustees  would  have  the  powe*' 
of  fixing  upon  some  particular  part  either  of  his  real  o«" 
his  personal  estate,  for  securing  the  annuity ;  and  th^ 
same  idea  occurs  in  subsequent  passages  in  his  will-- 
Next,  he  gives  her  the  ordinary  powers  of  distress  anc3i> 
entry ;  and  then  he  says :  '*  And,  as  for  and  concerning 
my  said  manor,  messuages  &c.  subject  to  the  residenc^2=^ 
of  my  said  wife  in  my  said  capital  messuage,  and  chargecJ — 
and  chargeable  with  the  said  annuity,  or  so  much  ancJB^ 
such  a  proportion  thereof  as  my  said  trustees  shall,  i  n^ 
their  discretion,  think  proper  to  lay  upon  the  same  cor^  — ■ 
sistent  with  the  true  meaning  of  this  my  will,  and  to  th»^^ 
several  powers  and   remedies   given  and  provided  fc>^ 
securing  and  recovering  the  whole  of  the  said  annuity^. ^^ 
Now  though  this  seems  to  imply  that  the  trustees  wou  1<3I 
have  the  power  of  directing  that  a  certain  part  of  the  re-^"-! 
estates  should  be  excl  usi  vely  charged  with  the  annuity,  st-i  ^  1 
it  is  plain  that  the  powers  of  distress  and  entry  might  1:^* 
exercised  over  the  whole  of  those  estates.    The  testafc<=^^ 
then  proceeds  to  limit  his  estates  to  his  sons  and  ottrn^  ^3^ 
persons  for  their  lives,  and  to  their  first  and  other  sc^ ' 
in  tail  male.     Nothing,  however,  arises  on  those  limi 
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tions.     He  then  directs   his   trustees  to  carry  on  his  1843. 

farming  business  during  the  minority  of  his  son,  and  '  ^ 
directs  them  to  cause  an  inventory  to  be  made  of  his  I^oberts 
farming  stock  and  other  effects,  in  order  to  enable  them  ^  ^* 
to  satisfy  themselves  of  the  advantages  resulting  from 
that  business.  It  is  rather  remarkable  that  he  does 
not  provide  for  their  discontinuing  the  business  in  the 
event  of  their  finding  it  to  be  disadvantageous.  Then 
he  empowers  his  trustees  to  cut  timber  on  his  estates, 
as  well  for  sale  as  for  repairs,  and  directs  them  to  invest 
the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale,  in  the  usual  manner, 
and  the  principal  to  be  considered  as  part  of  his  personal 
estate.  Next  he  says :  **  And,  as  for  and  concerning 
all  and  singular  my  personal  estate  hereinbefore  given 
and  bequeathed  to  them  the  said  James  Bishop,  John 
Cruttenden  and  Thomas  Saityer,  1  do  hereby  declare 
that  the  same  is  so  given  to  them  upon  trust  that  they 
do  and  shall  lay  out  and  invest  such  part  of  my  personal 
estate  as  shall  not  consist  in  farming  stock  and  effects 
on  my  said  lands  and  premises,  either  on  Government  or 
good,  real  security,  and  by,  with  and  out  of  such  prin- 
cipal money  and  the  profits  and  gains  arising  from  my 
said  farming  business  during  the  period  the  same  shall 
be  conducted  and  carried  on  by  my  said  trustees  as 
aforesaid,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said 
annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  300/.*'  Now  it  is  observable 
that  the  testator,  in  the  first  part  of  this  sentence, 
speaks  of  the  whole  of  his  personal  estate  ;  and,  if  it  be 
made  a  question  whether  the  annuity  is  payable  out  of 
the  profits  of  the  farming  business  alone,  or  out  of  the 
aggregate  fund  composed  of  the  interest  and  dividends 
of  the  personal  estate  and  the  profits  of  the  business, 
my  opinion  is  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  sentence,  it  is  payable  out  of  the  aggregate  fund. 
Then^he  directs  the  trustees  to  invest  the  overplus  of  the 


Roberts 


352  CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

1843.  interest,  dividends  and  proGts,  and  to  pay  l^acies  tc:;:^ 

his  daughters;  and,  in  the  event  of  his  having  two  o^^ 
more  sons  who  should  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  to  pa^^ 
R  B^RTs        ^^^  divide  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  sai^^ 
personal  estate  unto  and  amongst  them  in  equal  share^^ 
I  am  of  opinion  that  those  words,  '  rest,  residue  9Lm:jKj 
remainder/  have  not  the  effect  of  cutting  down  the  pr*^ 
vious  direction  to  pay  the  annuity  out  of  the  intere^^^ 
dividends  and  proceeds  of  the  principal  money  before 
spoken  of.     Then  he  says :  **  But,  in  the  event  of  my 
present  or  any  afler-bom  son  or  sons  dying  without 
leaving  a  son  that  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and  of  my  leaving  one  or  more  daughter  or 
daughters,  then  I  direct  my  said  trustees  to  pay  the 
whole  of  my  said  personal  estate,  subject  to  the  annuity 
of  my  said  wife  or  to  such  a  proportion  thereof  as  they 
shall  think  proper  to  charge  the  same  with,  consistent 
with  the  true  meaning  of  this  my  will,  unto  my  said 
daughters,"  which  appears  to  be  absolutely  inexplicable; 
but  it  is  certain  that  the  thing  which  was  to  be  paid  to 
the  daughters,  was  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate 
subject  to  the  annuity,  unless  the  trustees  could  charge 
it  on  some  part  of  the  real  estates,  as  I  have  before 
mentioned.     Then  the  testator  appoints  his  wife  and  his 
trustees,  and  his  son  on  his  attaining  a  competent  age, 
joint  executrix  and  executors  of  his  will;  and  there  is 
nothing  else  that  is  material  in  it. 

Now  we  have  to  consider  the  contents  of  the  codicil. 
By  it,  the  testator  directs  his  trustees  to  permit  his  soo.^ 
to  carry  on  the  farming  business,  for  his  own  beoefit  ^ 
when  he  shall  arrive  at  the  age  of  eighteen  year^^ 
That  direction,  however,  takes  away  a  portion  only  c^f 
the  fund  which,  under  the  will,  was  applicable  to  p^^y 
the  annuity.     Then  he  directs  that  his  wife's  annuiv-j, 
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ivhich,  by  his  will^  he  had  made  subject  to  the  main-  1843. 

tenance,  education,  and  bringing  up  of  his  children, 
should  be  subject  to  their  education  and  clothing 
only,  and  that  they  should  be  maintained  out  of  the  ^  ^* 
profits  of  his  farming  business.  Then  comes  a  sentence 
which  throws  some  faint  light  upon  the  question :  "And, 
if  it  shall  happen  that  the  annuity,  yearly  rent  or  sum 
of  300  Z.  by  my  said  will  devised  and  bequeathed  unto 
my  said  wife  and  her  assigns  for  her  life  or  widowhood 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  determined  by  the  death  or  second 
marriage  of  her  my  said  wife,  during  the  minority  of 
any  or  either  of  my  said  children,  then  I  direct  that  the 
profits  and  produce  to  be  received,  by  my  said  trustees, 
from  my  farming  business,  and  the  dividends,  interest 
and  produce  of  the  said  trust  monies,  shall  also  be  paid 
and  applied  for  the  education  and  clothing  of  all  and 
every  of  my  children."  From  which  it  appears  that 
the  testator  meant  that,  if  the  annuity  should  cease  by 
the  death  or  second  marriage  of  his  wife,  the  liability  to 
maintain  his  children,  to  which  it  had  been  subject, 
should  be  thrown  on  his  personal  estate :  and  that  sen- 
tence supports  the  inference,  to  be  collected  fi-om  the 
words  of  the  will,  that  the  testator  meant,  agreeably  to 
the  rule  of  law,  that  his  personal  estate  should  be  the 
primary  fund  for  payment  of  the  annuity. 

Declare  that  the  annuity  is  primarily  a  charge  upon 
the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  that  the  legacy  of 
2,000/.  given  by  the  codicil,  is  a  charge  on  his  real 
estates  alone. 
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1842: 
24th  Nov. 

* V ' 

Pleading, 
Demurrer, 

The  Plaintiff 
amended  his 
bill  afler  the 
Defendant 
had  answered 
it.   The  amend- 
ments changed 
the  nature  of 
the  case.     Held 
that  the  De- 
fendant might 
demur  to  the 
amended  bill, 
although  he 
had  answered 
that  which  was 
part  of  the 
formal  ground- 
work both  of 
the  new  and  of 
the  original 
case. 


CRESY  V.  BEVAN*. 

1  HE  bill  was  amended  after  the  Defendant  had  an- 
swered it.  The  Defendant  put  in  a  general  demurrer 
to  the  whole  of  the  amended  bill :  and  the  question 
was  whether  he  was  at  liberty  so  to  do,  inasmuch  as^ 
though  the  relief  prayed  by  the  amended  bill  was  dif- 
ferent from  that  prayed  by  the  original  bill,  the  state- 
ment of  the  former  was  the  same,  in  part,  as  the  state- 
ment of  the  latter,  and,  consequently,  the  demurrer 
covered  matter  which  the  Defendant  had  answered. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr.  Beavan,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer, relied  on  Ellice  v.  Goodson  (a). 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Faber  appeared  in  support 
of  the  bill. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

When  the  case  of  Ellice  v.  Goodson  was  before  me, 
I  decided  it  on  a  principle  which  Lord  Chancellor  Cot- 
tenham  admitted  to  be  the  right  one ;  and  the  only 
question  between  us,  was  with  what  effect,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  transmuting  the  character  of  the  record,  the 
amendments  had  been  introduced.  I  read  over  the 
whole  record,  with  the  utmost  attention,  before  1  pro- 
nounced my  judgment  on  the  demurrer  in  that  case; 
and  the  conclusion  that  1  came  to,  was  that  the  amend- 

*  The  Reporter  was  unable  to  procure  the  papers  in  this 
and  the  next  case,  until  it  was  too  late  to  report  them  ac- 
cording to  their  dates. 


{a)  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  G53. 
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ments  had  transmuted  the  character  of  the  original  case.  1842. 

Whether  the  matter  was  thoroughly  investigated  before  '        "*        ' 

Lord  Cottenham,  I  do  not  know.     I  am  inclined  to  think  v^Rest 

that  it  was  not.     At  all  events  the  principle  was  ad-  Bevan 
mitted. 

Now  I  have  looked  at  the  record  in  this  case,  after 
hearing  the  discussion  which  took  place  yesterday  :  and 
it  appears  that  the  case,  originally,  stood  thus.  It  re- 
presented that  the  bond  which  was  the  principal  subject 
of  the  bill,  had  been  actually  satisfied*.  No  account  was 
prayed ;  but  the  bill  asked  that,  because  the  bond  had 
been  satisfied  in  the  manner  stated,  it  might  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled,  and,  of  course,  that  an  injunction 
might  be  awarded  to  restrain  the  Plaintiff  from  proceed- 
ing with  the  action  which  he  had  commenced  upon  the 
bond.  Then  the  Defendant  having  made,  in  his  answer, 
a  very  special  statement,  of  which  no  notice  had  been 
taken  in  the  original  bill,  the  Plaintiff  thinks  proper  to 
amend  his  bill  by  introducing  that  statement,  into  his 
original  bill,  as  a  pretence  made  by  the  Defendant,  and 
to  qualify  it  with  charges  which,  at  the  same  time,  go 
to  set  up  the  fact  that  the  substance  of  the  pretence  is 
true:  and  then  he  asks  to  have  quite  a  different  kind  of 
relief  from  that  which  he  had  asked  before ;  namely, 
to  have  an  account  taken  of  what  (if  any  thing)  is  due 
from  him,  to  the  Defendant,  upon  the  bond. 

In  my  opinion,  however,  the  very  way  in  which  he 
has  stated  what  has  taken  place,  shows  that  the  cir- 
cumstances do  not  constitute  a  case  for  an  account,  but 
amount,  in  effect,  to  payment  pro  tanto  \  of  which  cog- 
nizance may  be  taken  in  a  Court  of  Law.  Certainly, 
there  is  no  case  for  an  account.     And  my  opinion  is 

•  See  Cresy  v.  Beavan,  ante,  p.  99. 
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Crest 
Bevan. 


that,  inasmuch  as  there  is  a  transmutation  of  the  nature 
of  the  case  by  the  amendments,  the  first  and  right  thing 
is  to  consider  it  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  were  a  new 
bill :  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  Defendant  has,  by  his 
former  answer,  answered  that  which  is  part  of  the  for- 
mal groundwork  both  of  the  original  case  and  of  the 
new  case  introduced  by  amendment,  is  not  a  reason 
why  I  should  not  allow  the  demurrer  to  the  amended 
bill :  and  I  shall  allow  it  accordingly*. 

•  Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  l  ith  of  October 
1843. — See  Walford  v.  Pembertorty  post. 


1843: 
lOth  December. 

Will. 
Revocation, 


JERMY  t;.  PRESTON. 

xJY  lease  and  release  of  the  4th  and  6th  of  October 
1751,  being  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  Wil- 
liam Jermy  with  Frances  Preston,  real  estates  were 
limited  to  William  Jermy  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
trustees  for  500  years,  with  remainders  to  the  sons  of 
the  marriage  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
to  the  daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with 
remainder  to  William  Jermy  in  fee.  The  trusts  of  the 
term  were  for  raising  5,000  /.  for  Frances  Preston,  in 
prise  the  estate,  c^^^  there  should  be  no  issue  of  the  marriage  living  at 

Afterwards,  part   William  Jermy's  dehih. 
of  it  was  sold, 

der  of  the  term         William  Jermy,  by  his  will  dated  the  J  2th  of  Decem- 

for  7,600/. 

under  a  decree  for  raising  the  5,000/. ;  and  A,  sold  the  reversion, 

to  the   purchaser,   for  a  further  sum ;    and  an  assignment  and 

conveyance  were  made  to  complete  the  sales.     The  5,000/.  was 

paid,  to  B.,  out  of  the  7,600/. ;  but  the  surplus  remained  in  Court 

until  long  after  A,*s  death. — Held  that,  as  an  excessive  sale  had 

been  made  under  the  decree,  the  surplus  retained  the  character  of 

real  estate,   and  that,  notwitlistanding  the  assignment  and  con* 

veyance,  the  devise  remained  unrevoked  with  respect  to  it. 


A,  being  seised 
in  fee  of  an 
estate  subject 
to  a  term  for 
raising  5,000/. 
for  B,,  made  a 
devise,  in  gene- 
ral terms,  suffi- 
cient to  com- 
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ber  1761,  devised  his  reversion  in  the  estates,  to  Frances,  1842. 

his  wife,  for  her  hfe,  with  remainders  to  Jacob  Preston 

and  his  first  and  other  sons,  and  to  Thomas  Preston  and 

his  first  and  other  sons  in  strict  settlement,  with  re-        Preston. 

mainder  to  such  male  person  of  the  name  of  Jermy 

as  should  be  nearest  related  to  the  testator  in  blood, 

in  fee. 

The  testator  died  in  January  1762,  without  issue, 
leaving  his  wife  surviving. 

In  1764,  Isaac  Preston,  who  was  the  father  of  Jacob 
and  the  brother  of  Thomas,  purchased  the  ultimate  re- 
mainder in  the  devised  estates,  from  the  person  who 
answered  the  description  of  nearest  in  blood  to  the  tes- 
tator, and  took  a  conveyance  to  himself  in  fee.  In  the 
same  year,  the  testator's  widow  directed  the  trustees 
of  the  term  to  raise  the  6,000  /.,  and  to  pay  it  to  John 
Mitchell,  whom  she  soon  afterwards  married.  In  Easter 
term  1766,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mitchell &\eA  a  bill  against  the 
trustees  of  the  term  and  Jacob  and  Thomas  Preston,  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  6,000/.,  with  interest  from 
the  testator's  death,  raised  under  the  trusts  of  the  term. 
On  the  26th  of  February  1762,  a  decree  was  made  in 
the  suit  (the  title  of  which  was  Mitchell  v.  Preston), 
whereby  the  amount  to  be  found  due,  by  the  Master,  in 
respect  of  the  6,000/.  and  interest,  and  certain  costs 
which  were  directed  to  be  taxed,  was  ordered  to  be 
raised  by  sale  or  mortgage,  with  the  Master's  approba- 
bation,  of  a  sufficient  part  of  the  estates  comprised  in 
the  term;  and,  in  June  1766,  certain  parts  of  those 
estates  were  sold,  under  the  decree,  for  the  then  re- 
mainder of  the  term,  and  were  purchased  by  F.  Buxton 
for  7,600  /. ;  and,  on  the  25th  of  the  same  month,  the 
Master  made  a  report  stating  those  facts,  and  that  he 
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Jermy 

r. 

PaesTON. 


had  allowed  Buxion  to  be  the  purchaser.  On  the  Uth 
of  July  following,  the  report  was  confirmed ;  and,  in 
pursuance  of  an  order  dated  the  26th  of  November 
1767,  Buxton  paid  the  7,600 Z.  into  Court  to  the  credit 
of  the  cause. 


By  lease  and  release  and  assignment  of  the  3d  and 
4th  of  December  1767,  after  reciting,  amongst  other 
things,  that  the  premises  purchased  by  Buxton,  were 
purchased  in   trust  for  Elizabeth  Joddrell,   and  that 
she   had    agreed,   with  Isaac  Preston,  Jacob  Prt$tw 
and  Thomas  Preston,  to  purchase  their  respective  in- 
terests in  the  same  premises,  for  3,000/.:  it  was  wit- 
nessed that  the  trustees  of  the  term,  in  consideration  of 
the  7,600  /.  so  paid  into  Court  as  aforesaid  and  in  obe- 
dience to  the  decree,  assigned  the  premises  purchased 
by  Buxton,  to  two  trustees,  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term,  in  trust  for  Elizabeth  Joddrell,  her  heirs  and  as- 
signs, and  to  attend  the  inheritance  ;  and  it  was  further 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  the  3,900/.,  Imx. 
Preston,  Jacob  Preston  and  Thomas  Preston,  conveyed 
their  respective  interests  in  the  same  premises,  sub- 
ject to  the  term  and  to  the  life-interest  therein  of  Mrs. 
Mitchell  under    William  Jermy^s   will,   to   JElizabetk 
Joddrell  in  fee. 


In  pursuance  of  another  order  in  Mitchell  v.  Presttm, 
made  on  the  12th  of  December  1767,  6,000/.  was  paidi 
out  of  the  7,600  /.,  to  Mrs.  Mitchell  as  the  executrix  of 
her  second  husband,  who  was  then  dead ;  and  the  re- 
mainder was  invested  in  2,869  /.  consols,  in  the  name  of 
the  Accountant-general  in  trust  in  the  cause.  On  the 
26th  of  January  1770,  the  Master  made  his  general 
report  in  pursuance  of  the  decree ;  and,  by  payment  o( 
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the   interest  thereby  found  due  on  the  6^000 /.,  and  1842. 

the  costs  directed  to  be  taxed,  the  fund  in  Court  was 

reduced   to   1,701/.  9s.  10 d.  consols;   and  l/iat  sum 

remained  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-general   in       Pu^IVon. 

trust  in  the  cause,  when  the  bill  in  Jermy  v.  Preston 

was  filed. 

Mrs.  Mitchell  died  on  the  18th  of  November  1791, 
having  received  all  the  dividends  that  became  due  on 
the  1,701/.  9s.  \0d.  consols  down  to  her  death;  but 
all  the  dividends  that  subsequently  became  due,  re- 
mained in  the  Bank,  to  the  credit  of  Mitchell  v.  Preston. 

Isaac  Preston^  who  had  been  twice  married,  had  one 
son,  named  Jacob,  by  Alice,  his  first  wife,  and  three 
sons,  nam('d  Isaac,  Thomas  and  George,  by  Hester  his 
second  wife.  He  made  his  will  on  the  25th  of  Novem- 
ber 1764  (which  was  between  the  date  of  the  decree 
in  Mitchell  v.  Preston  and  the  sale  to  Buxton),  and 
thereby,  after  giving  two  annuities,  and  charging  them 
on  his  estates  in  Beeston,  Barton  and  Ashmenhall  Bud  the 
towns  adjacent,  and,  after  reciting  that  he  was  seised  of 
certain  contingent  remainders  in  fee  and  reversionary 
estates  and  interests  in  several  manors,  messuages  Sic. 
settled  by  him  on  his  son  Jacob  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body ;  in  order  to  prevent  any  dispute  concerning  the 
same,  he  gave  all  his  manors,  messuages  &c.  in  the  towns 
thereinbefore  mentioned  or  elsewhere  in  England,  aud  not 
thereinafter,  or  by  any  codicil  thereto  mentioned  and 
devised,  to  his  son  Jacob  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body,  and,  for  want  of  such  issue,  to  the  children  and 
heirs  male  of  his  own  body  *,  successively ;  and,  for  want 
of  such  issue  male  of  his  own  or  his  son  Jacob*s  body, 
to  his  (the  testator's)  brother  Thomas  anc!  thu  heirs  male 

•  Sic.  ill  brief. 
Vol.  XIII.  c  c 
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1843.         of  bis  body ;  and,  for  want  and  in  default  of  such  issue 
male,  to  all  and  every  his  (the  testator*8)  daughter  and 
Jbrmt         daughters  and  their  heirs  as  tenants  in  common,  or*  to 
his  own  right  heirs.    The  will  then  proceeded  thus  r 
''  And  with  regard  to  my  personal  estate  or  the  estates 
by  me  purchased  therewith,  I  give,  to  my  dear  wife 
Hester  and  Mr.  Thomas  Blake  and  their  heirs,  all  that 
farm  situate  in  Statham  and  Sutton,  as  also  my  estate  io 
Homing  8cc.  &c.  and  all  other  my  estates  not  included 
in  any  settled*  and  purchased  by  me,  in  trust  to  sell  tbe 
said  estates  for  the  best  price  they  can  get  for  the  same, 
and,  as  soon  as  they,  in  their  discretion,  shall  think 
fit,  and  not  before;  and  the  money  thereby  arising  I 
give  and  will  to  be  applied,  with  the  rest  of  my  per- 
sonal estate.     I  give,  to  my  dear  wife  Hester  and  Mr. 
Thomas  Blake,  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  personal 
estate  and  produce  from  the  sale  of  my  real  estates, 
subject  to  the  payment  of  my  just  debts,  legacies  in  this 
my  will  or  any  codicil  thereto  given,  and  funeral  ex- 
penses, in  trust  that  they  do  put  and  place  out  the  same 
and  the  produce  thereof  in  either  Government,  public  or 
private  securities,  or  in  the  purchase  of  any  estate,  lands 
or  hereditaments  until  the  first  of  my  sons  Isaac,  Thomas 
mid  George  shall  attain  to  his  age  of  twenty-two  years ; 
and  that  they,  my  said  executors,  do  then  pay  and 
deliver  or  assign  one-third  share  or  part  of  my  said  per- 
sonal estate  and  trust-money,  to  the  first  of  my  sons 
who  shall  so  attain  to  his  age  of  twenty-two  years ;  and, 
in  like  manner,  one  moiety  or  share  of  the  then  remain- 
ing trust-money,  to  my  son  who  next  shall  attain  to  his 
age  of  twenty-two  years,  and  the  remainder  to  my  son 
George  in  case  it  shall  please  God  to  prolong  his  days 
to  twenty-two  years:  but,  in  case  of  the  decease  of  any 
of  my  said  younger  children  under  the  age  of  twenty-two 

^Sic. 
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jeetTS,  I  will  that  the  share  of  the  child  so  deceasing,  1842. 

shall  be  divided  equally  amongst  his  surviving  brethren.      '         '' 
•   ♦     ♦    ♦    And,   lastly,    I   do  hereby    appoint  my         JbRmt 
said  dear  wife  Hester  Preston  and  Mr.  Thomas  Blake 
executrix  and  executor  of  this  my  last  will  and  tes- 
tament." 

On  the  li3th  of  August  1787,  the  testator  made  a 
codicil,  the  contents  of  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
state,  except  that  he  thereby  ratified  and  confirmed  his 
will.  He  died  on  the  9th  of  May  1768,  leaving  his  wife 
and  all  his  sons  named  in  his  will,  surviving.  Jacob 
Preston f  his  eldest  son  and  heir,  died  on  the  23d  of 
October  1787,  without  issue  mafe,  and  the  Defendants 
Sir  George  HenYy  Preston  and  George  Heald  became  his 
coheirs.  Thomas,  the  brother,  and  Isaac  and  Thomas 
the  sons  of  Isaac  Preston,  the  testator,  died  respectively 
in  September  1776,  May  1796,  and  May  1807,  without 
issue ;  and  George  the  remaining  son  died  in  October 
1887,  leaving  the  Plaintiff,  who  afterwards  took  the 
name  of  Jermy,  his  eldest  son. 

The  bill  in  Jermy  v.  Preston  was  filed  in  March  1840, 
at  which  time  the  Plaintiff  had  become  the  personal 
representative  of  Isaaxi  the  testator,  and  also  of  his 
sons,  Isaac  and  George]  and  the  Defendant,  James 
Alexander,  was  the  personal  representative  of  Thomas 
Preston,  the  testator's  other  son;  and  the  Defendant 
Blake  was  the  heir  of  Thomas  Blake,  who  survived 
tester  Preston  his  co-trustee.  No  disposition  had  been 
Qiade  of  the  1,701/.  95.  10 d.  consols  since  the  death  of 
tmaac  the  testator ;  but  the  Plaintiff  had  executed  a  dis- 
-titailing  deed  respecting  it. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  1,701  Z.  9s.  lOrf.  consols 
c  c  2 
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i843,  were  of  the  nature  of  real  estate;  and  that  Isaac^  the 
testator,  was,  at  the  time  of  making  his  codicil  and, 
thenceforth,  until  his  decease,  absolutely  entitled  there- 
PaxsTOH  ^^'  ^^  ^^^'  estate,  in  remainder  expectant  upon  Mrs. 
MitcJielVs  death  and  the  determination  of  the  interme- 
diate limitations  in  the  will  of  William  Jermy  before 
referred  to ;  and  that  the  fund  was  well  devised,  by 
Isaa&&  will  and  codicil,  to  his  sons,  Isaac,  Thomas  and 
George,  successively,  in  tail  male ;  that  Mrs.  Mitchell  died 
in  November  1791,  having  received  all  the  dividends  of 
the  fund  that  became  due  to  her ;  that  Isaac  the  son,  and 
his  brother  Thomas,  died  respectively,  in  May  1796  and 
May  1807,  without  having  had  any  male  issue  or  barred 
their  estates  tail  in  the  fund ;  that  George  Preston,  their 
brother,  died  in  October  1837,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  his 
eldcNt  son  and  heir,  and  who,  thereupon,  became  entitled 
to  the  fund  as  tenant  in  tail  under  the  vnll  of  Isaac  the 
testator ;  that  the  Plaintiff  had  barred  his  estate  tail  in 
the  fund  and  the  remainders  and  reversions  expectant 
and  depending  thereupon,  and,  by  the  means  aforesaid, 
had  become  absolutely  entitled  to  the  fund  ;  and  that, 
in  his  own  right  and  as  the  personal  representative  of 
George  Preston,  his  fathtT,  he  was  also  entitled  to  all 
the  dividends  which  had  accrued  due  on  the  fund  since 
the  death  of  T/tomas  Preston  the  son. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  will  and  codicil  of  Isaac 
Preston,  the  testator,  might  be  established  and  the 
trusts  thereof  be  performed ;  and  that  the  rights  and 
interests  to  and  in  the  fiind  and  the  dividends  accrued 
due  since  Mrs.  AlitchelTs  death,  might  be  ascertained; 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled 
to  the  fund  and  to  the  dividends  accrued  since  Thomas 
Preston's  death  :  or,  in  case  it  should  appear,  to  the 
Court,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  so  entitled,  but  that 
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the  ftind  was  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  lioac  Preston 
the  testator,  then  that  the  Plaintiff,  as  his  father's  per- 
sonal representative,  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to 
one  third  of  the  fund  and  of  the  dividends  accrued  since 
Mrs.  MitchelTs  death. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  April  1841 ;  and,  in  obe- 
dience to  the  decree  then  made,  the  Master  found  the 
several  facts  mentioned  in  the  statement  of  this  case. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Bird,  for  the  Plaintiff,  said  that, 
as  the  Court  had  sold  more  of  the  premises  comprised 
in  the  term  of  500  years  created  by  William  Jermy's 
willy  than  was  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  decree 
by  which  the  sale  was  directed,  the  surplus  proceeds, 
after  answering  those  purposes,  must  be  considered  as 
real  estate ;  and  that,  as  such,  it  was  comprised  either 
in  the  first,  or  in  the  second  devise  made  by  the  will  of 
haac  Preston,  the  testator,  and  that,  in  either  case,  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  it :  and  they  cited  Charman  v. 
Charman  (a),  in  order  to  show  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  devise  was  not  revoked  by  the 
conveyance  and  assignment  of  December  1767^  to 
-Elizabeth  JoddreU  and  her  trustees. 

Mr.  Osborne,  for  the  Defendant  James  Alexander^ 
^id  that  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  reversion  ex- 
^ctant  on  the  determination  of  the  term,  had  joined  in 
onveying  their  respective  interests  to  Elizabeth  Jod- 
''eU,  and  that,  thereby,  the  reversion  was  wholly  con- 
girted  into  personalty. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Rolt,  for  the  Defendants  Sir 
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Jacob  Henry  Preston,  George  Heald  and  7Tu}mas  Blake, 
said  that,  as  the  Court  had,  by  an  improper  use  of  the 
term  of  500  years,  raised  more  money  than  it  ought  to 
have  raised,  the  surplus  must  be  considered  as  of  the 
nature  of  real  estate,  and  that  the  conveyance  to  Mrs. 
Joddrell  did  not  alter  its  nature ;  for  that  conveyance 
did  not  purport  to  deal  with  the  surplus,  bat  only  with 
the  land  remaining  unsold ;  and,  consequently,  nothing 
had  been  done  to  alter  the  nature  or  quality  with  which 
the  surplus  was  impressed  :  that  Isaac  Preston*B  rever- 
sion in  the  Jermy  estate  was  comprised  in  the  second 
devise,  as  part  of  the  estates  which  he  had  purchased 
and  not  settled ;  and  the  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Joddrell 
was  a  revocation  of  that  devise  so  far  as  the  reversion 
was  concerned;  and  the  republication  of  the  will  by 
the  codicil,  could  not  have  the  effect  of  subjectbg  the 
fund  in  question  to  the  operation  of  the  devise*,  as 
there  were  no  words  descriptive  of  it;  and  the  conse* 
quence  was  that  the  coheirs  of  the  testator  were  entitl( 
to  it. 


The  Vice-chancellor: — The  conveyance,  which 
the  act  of  the  Court,  revoked  the  devise  so  far  as 
legal  interest  was  concerned,  but  did  not  affect  th^^ae 
equitable  or  beneficial  interest  in  the  fund.  It  repig-^^ 
sents  the  remaining  beneficial  interest  m  the  Jermr-^ 
estate  :  and  though  its  local  character  is  gone,  it  ictaiu^  " 
its  beneficial  character  for  enjoyment  in  the  mode  i  -^ 
which  the  Jermy  estate  was  to  be  enjoyed. 


Mr.  Bethell  having  said,  in  answer  to  a  question  pi 
to  him  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  it  was  not  necessai 
for  him  to  be  heard,  in  reply,  upon  the  question  wheth 

*  On  referring  to  the  statement  of  the  case,  it  will  be  jl     t 
that  the  conveyance  was  dated  subsequentlj/  to  the  codicil 
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the  fond  passed  by  the  first  or  by  the  second  devise  in  1842. 

the  will,  ' ' 

Jerut 

His  Honor  pronounced  the  following  judgment:  ^' 

x  RBSTON* 

I  agree  with  Mr.  Walker,  that,  as  the  matter  origin- 
ally stood,  the  interest  which  the  testator  had  in  the 
Jermy  estate^  would  have  passed  by  the  second  devise 
in  the  will,  because,  in  the  first  place,  the  testator 
laving  recited  that  he  was  seised  of  certain  contingent 
xemainders  in  fee  and  reversionary  estates  and  interests 
in  several  manors,  messuages  8cc.  by  him  already 
settled  in  a  given  manner,  says :  ''  I  give  and  devise  all 
and  every  my  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements  and 
liereditaments  in  the  said  towns  or  elsewhere  in  the 
l^ingdom  of  England,  with  their  appurtenances,  and 
not  hereinafter  mentioned  and  devised."  Primd  facie, 
that  would  be  a  devise  of  all  his  lands  except  those 
after  mentioned.  Then,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
^will,  he  mentions  certain  specific  tenements,  and  then 
goes  on  in  these  words :  '^  And  all  other  my  estates  not 
included  in  any  settled  and  purchased  by  me."  All 
i^hich  he  devises.  So  that  he  gives  the  specific  estates 
and  all  other  estates  purchased  by  him  and  not  included 
in  any  settlement.  That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  plain 
construction  of  the  words ;  and  consequently,  his  in- 
terest in  the  Jermy  estate,  which  had  been  purchased 
by  him  and  not  settled,  would  have  passed  by  those 
words. 

That  being  the  case  and  the  will  having  been  made 
in  the  year  1764,  a  decree  was  made,  or,  I  should  rather 
say,  had  been  made  in  the  year  1762 :  and  then,  after 
the  date  of  the  will,  the  Master  made  a  report,  by 
which  he  stated  that  the  term  of  500  years  in  the 
estates,  had  been  put  up  for  sale ;  and  that  a  certain 
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person  bad  become  the  bigbest  bidder  and  the  pur- 
chaser ;  and  that  report  was  confirmed,  absolutely,  on 
the  11th  of  July  1766:  and,  therefore,  I  take  it  that, 
as  between  the  parties  entitled  to  the  estate  and  the 
purchaser,  the  estate,  in  equity,  was  sold. 

Tlien  the  codicil  was  made,  which  operated  as  a  re- 
publication of  the  will,  and  therefore  would  have  the 
effect,  as  the  will  itself  had,  of  passing  all  the  testator's 
interest  in  the  estates  which  he  had  purchased  and  not 
settled.  Consequently  therefore,  if,  after  that  trans- 
action which  had  taken  place  in  Court,  he  had  any 
interest  in  the  Jermy  estate,  that  interest  would  pass. 

Then  it  appears  that  the  Court  itself  had  sold  too 
much ;  because  it  had  sold,  not  merely  what  was  suffi- 
cient to  pay  off  what  ought  to  have  been  raised,  but 
had  sold  so  much  as  would  produce  a  surplus  in  money 
beyond  what  was  necessary.    And  I  quite  agree,  with 
Mr.  Walker^  that  the  surplus  money  must   be  con* 
sidered,  in  this  Court,  as  representing  the  original  in- 
heritance, the  term  in  which  had  been  sold.     Then,  xC 
it  was  the  original  inheritance,  how  would  a  Court  oF 
Equity  deal  with  it?    Why  a  Court  of  Equity  would 
say  that  the  parties  should  have  the  same  interest  in 
the  surplus  money  as  they,  originally,  had  in  the  in- 
heritance of  the  land  which  was  sold ;  and,  if  it  had 
become  necessary  to  dole  out  the  particular  interest  of 
each  individual  strictly,  the  Court  would  have  directed- 
that  the  money  should  be  invested  in  the  purchase  o^S 
land,  in  order  to  give,  to  each  person  originally  entitledjfl 
to  the  inheritance  that  had  been  sold,  the  precise  in— - 
lert'St  in  the  money  which  represented  a  portion  of  tha^^ 
inheritance. 

ll\en  the  conveyance  was  niadc;  and  it  appears  tha(9'« 
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incJependent  of  the   contract  that  was  made  by  the 
Co  urt,  with  the  purchaser,  for  the  sale  of  the  term, 
th&^re  was  a  subordinate  contract  by  means  of  which 
th.^  owners  of  that  which  was  the  estate  in  remainder 
afiL^r  the  term,  agreed  to  convey  their  interests  in  the 
ese.site,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  land  itself,  to  Mrs.  JoddrelL 
^\jLi  nobody  imputes  to  the  parties,  that  the  real  mean- 
ittg-  of  the  contract  was  that  Mrs.  JoddreU  was  to  be- 
come, by  the  contract  as  represented  in  the  conveyance 
of*  1707,  a  purchaser  back  again  of  the  surplus  money 
^hich  she  had  paid.    The  intention  is  too  absurd  to  be 
icciputed  to  any  human  being.     The  consequence,  there- 
fore, is  that  the  conveyance  left  the  question  totally 
unaffected :  and  my  opinion,  therefore,  is  that,  from  the 
^^ixie  when  the  money  was  contracted  to  be  paid,  when  it 
^^£  paid,  and  since^  the  surplus  has  done  nothing  but 
'^present,  in  the  eye  of  this  Court,  a  portion  of  the  in- 
'^^litance  of  the  Jenny  estate.    And  it  seems  to  me  to 
1^^    as  plain  as  a  point  in  equity  can  be  that,  by  the 
s^crond  devise  in  the  will^  the  surplus  passed. 
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I  do  not  think  that  there  was  any  revocation  of  it ; 
^^^cause  the  rule  is  perfectly  settled  that,  if  a  person 
'^^^ving  the  legal  estate  of  inheritance  makes  a  mortg*age 
^'C"  it  by  which  his  legal  estate  passes,  and  deals  with  the 
^^i^uity  of  redemption  afterwards  in  the  shape  of  a  subse- 
rvient mortgage,  the  ultimate  scintilla  that  remains  in 
^im,  is  regarded,  by  this  Court,  as  a  portion  of  the  es- 
^^>te.     Consequently  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  take,  by 
^iitue  of  the  second  devise  in  the  will,  the  surplus  of  the 
s^m  that  was  raised  under  the  decree  in  MitclwU  v. 
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RANGER  V.  THE  GREAT  WESTERN  RAILWAY 
COMPANY*. 


Practice. 

Pleading, 

Supplemental 

BiU. 


After  a  cause 
had  proceeded 
so  far  that  the 


1  HE  Plaintiff  in  this  suit  had  executed  some  exteo- 
sive  works  in  the  formation  of  part  of  the  Great  Western 
Railway,  between  Bath  and  Bristol,  parts  of  which  were 
the  subject  of  contracts  between  the  parties ;  but  a 
small  part  had  been  executed  without  any  contract 
aiLnded  Ihe^^  ^^^^r  the  contracts,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive 
Plaintiff,  with-  a  payment  every  fortnight,  on  account  of  the  work  done 
^K  '  p^®  '^^®  ®^  by  him  during  the  preceding  fourteen  days,  which  worb 
a  supplemental  ^^^®  ^^  ^  measured  and  certified  by  the  engineer  of 
bill  stating  facts,  the  Company,  and  payments  had  been  made  to  him  in 

f  *  J  u  r      ^v  '  this  manner,  on  account  of  all  the  works,  whether  in- 
isted  before  the 

original  bill  was  eluded  in  the  contracts  or  not.     The  Company  after- 
filed,  but  which,  wanls  declared  themselves  dissatisfied  with   the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Plaintiff,  and  took  possession  of  the 
works  and  of  all  the  PlaintifTs  plant  and  materials  which 
were  upon  the  works. 


he  alleeed,  he 
had  only  re- 
cently dis- 
covered.    The 
statements  and 
prayer  of  the 
supplemental 
bill,  were  in  ac- 
cordance with 
the  statements 
and  prayer  of 
the  original  bill. 
An  objection, 
made  at  the 
hearings  that  the 

bilNiad'been  '  "^^  Reporter  is  indebted,  to  his  friend  Mr.  Twells,  for 

irregularly  filed,   ^^^  above  report, 
was  over-ruled. 

If  a  supplemental  bill  is  irregularly  filed,  the  Defendant  ought 
either  to  demur  to  it,  or  to  move  that  it  may  be  taken  off 
the  file. 


The  Plaintiff,  by  this  suit,  insisted  that  these  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Company  were  irregular,  and  claimed  Ui 
be  paid  for  the  plant  8cc.  which  the  Company  bad 
seized,  together  with  a  large  sum  of  money  for  the  work 
which  he  had  performed.  The  bill  charged  that  the 
sums  allowed  by  the  different  certificates  were  deficient, 
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but  did  not  state  the  particular  items  in  which  such 
alleged  deficiency  was  to  be  found. 

The  original  bill  was  filed  in  July  1838,  and  was  seve- 
ral times  amended,  the  last  amendment  being  made  in 
May  1839.  The  answer  was  put  in  in  November  1839, 
and  the  time  within  which  an  order  to  amend  could 
have  been  obtained  after  the  answer  was  put  in,  under 
the  13th  Order  of  1828,  expired  on  the  16th  of  March 
1840. 
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On  the  5th  of  March  1840^  a  supplemental  bill  was 
filed. 


On  the  28th  of  March  1840,  an  order  was  made  for 
the  Defendants  to  produce  certain  documents,  and  the 
Plaintiff  was  thereby  allowed  till  the  last  day  of  the  next 
Trinity  term,  to  file  his  replication,  he  thereby  under- 
taking not  to  amend  the  bill. 

The  replication  to  the  original  bill  was  filed  on  the 
16th  of  June  1840,  and  to  the  supplemental  bill  on  the 
9th  of  January  1841. 

On  the  14th  of  September  1841,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a 
second  supplemental  bill,  stating  that  upon  an  examina- 
tion of  the  certificates,  he  had  for  the  first  time  dis- 
covered that  the  engineers  of  the  Company  had  been  in 
the  habit  of  describing  and  allowing  for  masonry  work 
of  a  very  expensive  description,  as  work  of  a  very  ordi- 
nary character,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  many  thou- 
sand pounds  more  than  the  certificates  allowed  him,  on 
account  of  this  masonry  work.  It  then  stated  the  par- 
ticular mode  of  working  the  various  descriptions  of 
masonry,  and  set  out  numerous  letters  and  also  orders, 
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both  written  and  yerbal,  to  show  that  masonry  of  the 
most  expensive  kind  had  been  required  and  approved  of 
by  the  agents  of  the  Company,  and  prayed  for  a  proper 
remuneration  for  these  works.  None  of  the  circumstances 
were  subsequent  to  the  fiUng  of  the  original  bill ;  but 
the  Plaintiff  stated  he  was  not  aware  of  the  under- 
payment till  he  examined  the  certificates,  which  he  had 
never  seen  till  they  were  brought  into  Court  in  the  first 
suit 

On  the  3d  of  December  1841,  the  Plaintiff  being  de- 
sirous of  proceeding  with  the  examination  of  his  wit- 
nesses, and  the  Defendants  wishing  for  further  time  to 
answer  the  second  supplemental  bill,  an  agreement  was 
signed  by  the  solicitors  of  both  parties,  that  further  time 
should  be  given  to  the  Defendants  to  put  in  their  answer, 
and  that  the  evidence  taken  in  the  original  and  first 
supplemental  causes  might  be  read  in  the  three  causes, 
or  any  of  them. 

The  three  causes  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  an 
objection  was  raised  to  the  second  supplemental  bill,OD 
two  grounds :  finst,  that  it  was  irregular  to  file  that  bill^ 
unless  the  leave  of  the  Court  had  been  previously  ob- 
tained upon  a  special  application ;  and  secondly,  that  iT 
it  were  not  irregular  under  the  general  practice  of  the 
Court,  still  that  as  all  the  allegations  in  it  could  have 
been  introduced  into  the  original  bill,  it  was  a  violation 
of  the  undertaking  not  to  amend,  and  that  as  the  Plain- 
tiff was  thereby  precluded  from  making  these  state* 
ments  by  amendment,  he  filed  this  second  supplemental 
bill  to  evade  his  undertaking. 

The  SoUcitor^eneral^  Mr.  Stuart^  antl  Mr.  Stevens^ 
in  support  of  tlie  objection : 

Under  the  13th  Order,  the  Plaiiitiff  night  have 
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plied  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  amend ;  in  that  case  he 
would  have  been  met  by  his  undertaking  not  to  amend, 
and  his  application  must  have  been  refused.  That  order 
was  made  to  prevent  expense  and  delay ;  but  if  a  party 
who  is  refused  leave  to  amend,  can  immediately  file  a 
supplemental  bill,  not  to  introduce  new  matter,  but  to 
state  facts,  all  of  which  existed  before  the  original  bill 
was  filed,  the  object  of  the  order  is  altogether  frustrated. 
In  Colclough  v.  Evans  (a)  a  demurrer  to  a  supplemental 
bill  was  allowed.  Crompion  v.  Wombwell  (Jb) ;  The  At' 
torney^general  v.  The  Fishmongers*  Company  {c).  The 
Defendants  objected  by  their  answer  to  the  irregularity 
of  this  bill,  and  therefore  they  are  entitled  to  the  same 
benefit  as  if  they  had  applied  to  have  it  taken  off  the 
file.  Wray  v.  Hutchinson  {d);  MilUgan  v.  Mitchell  (e). 
By  the  agreement  of  December  1841,  the  Defendants 
did  not  waive  this  objection;  all  they  did  was  to  consent 
that  the  evidence  might  be  proceeded  with  before  the 
answer  to  the  second  supplemental  bill  was  put  in, 
and  that  no  technical  objection  should  be  taken  to  the 
reading  of  the  evidence  in  that  suit,  merely  because  it 
was  given  before  issue  was  joined  in  the  cause. 
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Sir  Thomas  Wilde,  Mr.  Wakefield,  and  Mr.  TweUs 
appeared  for  the  Plaintiff;  but  the  Vice-chancellor, 
without  hearing  them,  gave  judgment  as  follows : 

The  Vice-chancellor: 

I  shall  not  trouble  the  counsel  for  the  PlaintiflT, 
because  it  appears  to  me  to  be  really  a  plain  matter. 
In  the  first  place,  in   Wray  v.  Hutchinson,  what  was 


{a)  Ante,  Vol.  IV.  p.  76. 

(b)  Ibid.  p.  62B. 

(c)  4Myl.<bCr.  1. 


(rf)  2  Myl.  &  Keen,  235. 
(e)  I  Wyl  &  Cr  433- 
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attempted  to  be  done  was  this>  to  put  in  issue,  by  way 
of  supporting  the  original  cause,  facts  which  had  hap- 
pened after  the  original  bill  was  filed ;  and  I  apprehend 
that,  unless  the  Defendant  has  so  conducted  himself  as 
to  deprive  himself  of  making  the  objection,  it  fairly 
may  be  made.  The  Plaintiff  is  not  at  liberty  at  the 
hearing  to  give  evidence  of  any  facts,  except  those 
which  happened  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bill- 
Now  this  is  a  very  different  case.  In  that  case,  the 
objection  was  made  by  the  answer,  and,  being  made» 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  sustained  it,  and,  I  think,  quite 
rightly. 


Now,  observe  what  this  case  is.  It  is  attempted,  as 
I  understand,  by  the  Plaintiff,  to  put  in  issue,  by  his 
second  supplemental  bill,  facts  which  have  happened 
before  the  original  bill  was  filed.  He  dkl,  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  books  in  the  course  of  the  original  cause, 
discover  certain  evidence  which  went  to  corroborate  the 
general  case  which  he  might  have  against  the  Company^ 
upon  facts  existing  before  the  original  bill  was  filed.  If 
the  original  bill  should  turn  out  not  to  have  put  these 
facts  in  issue  at  all,  that  would  be  a  different  kind  of 
thing ;  that  would  apply  to  the  hearing  of  the  evidence  ; 
but  the  question  now  before  me  is,  whether  I  am,  at 
the  hearing,  at  once  to  say  that  the  supplemental  bill 
ought  to  be  treated  as  a  nullity. 


Now,  I  apprehend  that  if  the  supplemental  bill  was 
filed  at  a  time  when,  by  the  course  of  the  Court,  ac- 
cording to  the  true  construction  of  the  orders  and  the 
habit  of  dealing  with  them,  it  ought  not  to  have  bee«3 
filed,  the  course  for  the  Defendants  to  take  was,  if  tta< 
objection  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  to  have  mac3k 
the  objection  by  demurrer,  and  if  the  objection  did  im.^ 
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arise  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  I  think  they  ought  to  have 
applied  to  the  Court  to  have  that  supplemental  bill 
taken  off  the  file.  Now  they  do  not  demur.  I  do  not 
know  whether  they  could  demur  or  not.  In  fact,  they 
do  not  demur,  nor  do  they  make  an  application  to  take 
the  bill  off  the  file ;  and  I  myself  never  knew  that  the 
Court,  when  the  cause  has  been  allowed  to  come  on  to 
hearing  on  a  supplemental  bill,  would  refuse  to  enter- 
tain that  supplemental  bill,  which  only  seeks  to  give  in 
evidence  facts  which  existed  antecedently  to  the  filing  of 
the  original  bill. 

But  it  was  said,  because  we  might  have  made  an 
objection  to  the  supplemental  bill  at  a  given  time  and 
ia  a  given  manner,  therefore  we  shall  now  be  at  liberty 
to  make  it  at  the  hearing.     I  think  the  objection  to  that 
would  be,  that  there  might  be  a  complete  answer  given 
to  the  very  objection,  if  the  objection  had  been  made  in 
the  shape  of  a  motion  to  take  the  bill  off  the  file,  be- 
cause in  that  case  it  would  have  been  competent  to  the 
Plaintiff  to  have  shown  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 
I^efendants^  which  would  have  prevented  them  from 
taking  the  objection :  instead  of  which,  they  wait  till 
the  hearing,  when  it  is  impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
i^d  any  affidavits  in  support  of  his  case,  and  then  for 
the  first  time  they  make  the  objection.     I  think  the 
leaking  it  in  the  answer  is  perfectly  immaterial.     They 
do  answer,  and  they  make  the  objection,  but  I  appre- 
hend it  is  not  the  proper  mode  of  making  the  objection  ; 
^d  therefore  my  opinion  is,  irrespectively  of  this  paper 
of  the  dd  of  December  1841,  and  what  has  taken  place 
in  the  cause,  that  I  am  at  liberty  to  attend  to  the  state- 
o^ent  of  these  facts,  which  are  contained  in  the  second 
supplemental  bill. 

'n  Milligan  v.  Mitchell^  there  was  a  special  order 
S'^en  for  leave  to  amend,  by  adding  parties,  and  under 
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cover  of  that,  the  Plaintiffs  filed  a  bill  and  stated  a  new 
case.  When  the  Court  knew,  by  its  own  orders,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  were  in  effect  playing  falsely  with  the  Court, 
and  that,  under  pretext  of  an  order  which  only  gave 
leave  to  amend  by  adding  parties,  they  were  making  t 
new  case,  the  Court  would,  on  bemg  informed  of  that, 
treat  it  as  a  nullity.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  quite 
a  different  case.  I  never  recollect  this  sort  of  objectioQ 
brought  forward  at  the  hearing.  Wray  ▼.  Hutddnsim 
is  quite  a  different  case,  because  the  Court  cannot  hev 
evidence,  except  of  facts  which  are  put  in  issue  by  the 
original  bill,  that  is,  the  facts  which  happen  antecedently 
to  the  original  bill.  I  entirely  approve  of  Wray  v.  Hutehik- 
sofiy  and  with  that  approval  I  mean  to  say  that  I  am  now 
at  liberty  to  hear  the  second  supplemental  bill  *. 

•  See  Walfbrd  v.  Fembertony  posL 


1843:  THE  EARL  OF  VERULAM  v.  BATHURST. 

gth  March. 

Ifrm^  loJSLINAf  Dowager  Lady  Ranelaghy  made  her  wiU, 

Construction,    dated  the  20th  of  August  1780,  in  the  following  words: 

Testatrix  be- 
queathed a  ''I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  that  my  leasehold me&- 

leasehold  house  yQage,  tenement  or  dwelling-house  and  premises  there- 
and  3,000/.  ,    ,       .  ■     T^  .      ,      .      I. 

stock  to  trustees,  ^^^^  belongmg,  situate  m  Urosvenor-street  m  the  city  of 

in  trust  to  per-  Westminster  now  in  my  own  possession,  for  all  the  estate 
ter^toTecer^  *"*^  ^^°^  ^^  years  I  have  therein,  and  all  my  household 
the  rents  and  goods,  household  stuff  and  furniture  belonging  thereto 
interest  for  life, 

/or  her  separate  vse ;  and,  from  and  immediately  afler  her  daughter's 
decease,  she  gave  the  rents  and  interest  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
her  daughter  lawfully  begotten  :  but,  in  case  her  daughter  should 
happen  to  die  U'ithout  Uavips  any  laxvful  issue  living  at  the  time  of 
her  decease,  she  gave  the  house  ana  the  stock  over.  Held  that 
the  daughter  took  the  property  absolutely. 
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(except  plate  and  jewels)  as  shall  happen  to  be  therein  1 843. 

at  the  time  of  my  decease,  and  also  all  my  household  '  ""  ' 
goods  and  furniture  belonging  unto  me  at  Ejighfitld  "^"^  ^^*^  ^^ 
Green  aforesaid  at  the  time  of  my  decease  (except  plate 
and  jewels  as  aforesaid),  and  also  all  my  estate  and 
interest  in  the  several  leasehold  estates  at  We$t  Dean 
and  Grinstead  in  the  county  of  Wilts^  which  I  have 
granted  to  my  brother  Peter  Baihur$t  of  Clarendon 
Park  in  the  said  county  of  WxUi^  esquire,  or  any  other 
person  I  shall  or  may  grant  the  same  in  trust  for  me  by 
virtue  of  the  powers  under  the  will  of  my  late  dear  hus- 
band Lord  Raitelagh^  together  with  the  sum  of  3,000  /. 
part  of  the  sum  of  6,000  /•  bank  stock  which  I  am  now 
entitled  to,  unto  my  said  brother,  Peter  Bathurst,  and 
John  Eyre  of  Langford  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  esquire, 
their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  trust  to 
permit  and  suffer  my  dear  daughter,  Selina  Mary 
Hervey,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  my  said 
leasehold  estates  and  use  of  all  my  said  household  goods 
before  mentioned,  and  interest  of  the  said  3,000/.  bank 
stock,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  with- 
out the  interineddliDg  or  control  of  her  present  hus- 
band :  it  being  my  desire  that  the  rents  of  my  said  lease- 
hold estates  and  interest  of  the  said  3,000  /.  bank  stock, 
shall  be  paid  and  applied  to  the  separate  use  of  my  said 
daughter,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  debts,  con- 
trol or  engagements  of  her  present  or  any  future  hus* 
band  she  may  hereafter  marry:  and,  yrow  and  imme- 
diately after  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter^  then  1 
give,  devise  and  bequeath  the  rents,  issues  and  profits 
of  all  my  said  leasehold  estates,  and  interest  of  the  said 
3,000  L  bank  stock,  and  use  of  all  my  said  household 
goods  and  furniture,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  my  said  daughter  lawfully  begotten :  but,  in 
case  my  said  daughter  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life 
Vol.  XIII.  DD 
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without  leaving  any  lawful  issue  living  at  the  time  of  ker 
deceasey  then  I  give  and  bequeath  all  that  my  said 
leasehold  messuage,  tenement  or  dwelling-house  and 
premises  in  Grosvenor^street  aforesaid,  for  all  the  residue 
of  the  terms  of  years  therein  then  to  come,  together 
with  all  such  household  goods  and  furniture  therein  and 
usually  enjoyed  therewith  at  the  time  of  such  my 
daughter's  decease,  unto  my  dear  sister^  Lady  TViocy, 
wife  of  the  Right  honourable  Lord  TVacy,  her  executorB, 
administrators  and  assigns,  to  be  solely  at  her  own  dis- 
posal and  not  subject  to  the  debts  or  intermeddling  of 
her  said  husband ;  and,  from  and  immediately  after  the 
decease  of  my  said  daughter  without  issue  as  cfforesaid^  I 
give  and  bequeath  all  such  household  goods  and  furni- 
ture of  every  sort  as  shall  be  then  remaining,  being  and 
belonging  to  Englefield  Green  House  aforesaid^  unto  my 
said  brother,  Peter  BeUhurst,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns :  and  further,  that,  in  case  of  the  death 
of  my  said  daughter  without  issue  as  aforesaid,  then  I 
give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  and  every  my  leasehold 
estates  at  West  Dean  and  Grinstead  aforesaid,  and  all 
my  term  and  estates  and  interests  therein,  and  also  the 
said  3,000  Z.  bank  stock  and  all  interest  and  dividends 
thereon  due,  unto  my  nephew  Robert  Bathurst  and 
nieces  Selina  Louisa  Harriet  and  Elizabeth  JByam, 
daughters  of  my  late  sister  Louisa  Byam,  equally  be- 
tween them  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  their  respec- 
tive executors  and  administrators."  The  testatrix  then 
gave  several  pecuniary  legacies;  and,  lastly,  she  be- 
queathed, to  her  daughter,  Selina  Mary  Hervey^  2,000il 
bank  stock,  part  of  the  said  sum  of  5,000/.  like  stock, 
and  all  her  plate,  jewels  and  other  personal  estate  not 
thereinbefore  given,  to  enable  her  to  pay  the  pecuniaiy 
legacies ;  and  she  appointed  her  daughter  sole  executrix 
of  her  will. 
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The  testatrix  died  in  February  1781,  leaving  her 
daughter  named  in  her  will,  who  was  then  the  wife 
of  Lionel  Felton  Hervey,  her  only  child  and  next  of 
kin  her  surviving.  Mrs.  Hervey  had  no  child  living  at 
the  testatrix's  death ;  but  she  had  three  sons  and  two 
daughters  born  afterwards.  Her  eldest  son  died,  in  her 
lifetime,  without  issue.  Her  second  son  also  died  in 
her  lifetime ;  but  he  left  Sir  Frederick  Hutchison  Hervey 
JBathurst,  who  was  one  of  the  Defendants  in  the  suit, 
his  eldest  son,  heir  at  law  and  executor. 
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Lionel  Felton  Hervey  died  in  1785;  and  his  widow 
married  the  Plaintiff  Sir  William  Henry  Freemantle; 
but  there  was  no  issue  of  that  marriage.  Lady  Free^ 
mantle  died  in  November  1841,  having,  by  virtue  of  a 
power  reserved  to  her  by  the  settlement  on  her  second 
marriage,  made  a  will,  of  which  she  appointed  her  hus- 
band and  the  other  Plaintiffs,  the  executors.  The  De- 
fendant Sir  Frederick  H.  Hervey  Bathurst  was  her  heir 
at  law. 

The  bill  (which  was  confined  to  the  3,000/.  bank 
stock  and  the  furniture  in  the  testatrix's  house  in 
Grosvenor-street  and  at  Englefield  Greeti)  prayed  for  a 
declaration  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  testatrix's  will.  Lady  Freemantle  became  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  stock  and  furniture. 


Sir  JP.  H.  Hervey  Bathurst,  by  his  answer,  said  that 
he  was  advised  that,  under  the  will.  Lady  Freemantle 
took  a  life  interest  only  in  the  stock  and  furniture ;  and 
that,  on  her  death,  her  heir  at  law,  or  such  of  her  issue 
as  then  answered  the  description  of  heir  or  heirs  of  her 
body,  became  entitled  thereto;  and  that  he,  being  at 
her  death  her  heir  at  law,  and  also  answering  the  de- 
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the  stock  and  furniture ;  but  if  not,  that  they  became 
divisible  either  amongst  the  children  of  Lady  Freemantk 
ivfao  were  living  at  her  death,  and  the  personal  repre- 
Batuurst.  sentatives  of  such  of  them  as  were  then  dead,  in  which 
case  he  was  entitled  to  one  firth  as  representing  his 
father;  or  amongst  the  issue  of  Lady  Freemantk  vrho 
were  living  at  her  death,  in  which  case  he  was  entitled 
to  a  proportionate  share  of  the  stock  and  furniture  as 
one  of  her  grandchildren. 

The  Defendants  Lady  Knightley,  the  wife  of  the  De- 
fendant Sir  C.  Knighiley,  Lionel  Charles  Hervey  and 
Elizabeth  Hefvey^  who  were  the  only  children  of  Lady 
Freemantle  who  survived  her,  insisted  that  the  bank 
stock  and  furniture  became  divisible,  on  their  mother's 
death,  amongst  her  children  who  were  then  living ;  and 
Lionel  Charles  Hervey^  who  was  the  representative  of 
his  eldest  brother,  claimed  one-fifth  in  his  own  right 
and  one-fifth  in  his  representative  character,  in  the  event 
of  the  property  having  become  divisible,  on  his  mo- 
ther's death,  amongst  all  her  children. 

Mr.  BeihelUnd  Mr.  £,  G.  White,  for  the  Plaintifis: 

A    gift  to  A»  for   life,  and,  after  his  death,  to  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  gives  A.  an  estate  tail  in  realty  and 
an  absolute  interest  in  personalty,  unless  (which  there 
is  not  in  this  will)  there  is  something  in  the  context  of 
the  instrument  that  limits  or  controls  the  legal  signifi- 
cation of  the  expression :  **  heirs  of  the  body."    The 
words :  "  but  in  case  my  said  daughter  shall  happen  to 
depart  this  life  without  leaving  any  lawful  issue  living 
at  the  time  of  her  decease,  then  I  give  and  bequeath 
&c.,**  are  merely  woids  of  executory  gift;  and, being 
such,  they  do  not  control  the  effect  of  the  antecedent 
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words.  Denn  v.  Shenton  (a);   Wright  v.  Pearson  (6).  1843. 

In  those  cases  it  was  held  that  an  estate  tail  was  ' 
created  by  the  antecedent  words,  and  that  it  was  not  '^^^  '^^^^  op 
affected  by  the  subsequent  executory  gift.  The  only 
other  words  in  this  will  which  by  any  possibility  can  Bathurst 
be  said  to  affect  the  construction  of  the  words  in  ques- 
tion^are  :  "  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease 
of  my  said  daughter  without  issue  as  ^aforesaid  :"  bat 
those  words  are  mere  words  of  reference :  they  clearly 
refer  to  the  prior  executory  gift,  and  can  have  no 
more  effect  on  the  words :  *•  heirs  of  the  body  of  my 
said  daughter/'  than  the  words  to  which  they  refer 
have.  The  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  is  not  derived  from 
the  feudal  law,  but  is  merely  a  rule  of  construction ; 
and  there  are  only  three  cases  (and  the  present  is  not 
one  of  them)  in  which  the  effect  of  a  Umitation  to  heirs 
of  the  body,  admits  of  being  controlled.  Those  cases 
are,  first,  where  words  of  superadded  limitation,  are  an- 
nexed to  the  words,  **  heirs  of  the  body  ;*'  second,  where 
words  are  added  which  are  descriptive  of  a  mode  of 
enjoyment  different  from  that  which  the  words,  **  heirs 
of  the  body,"  would  confer,  if  taken  in  their  proper, 
legal  signification ;  and  third,  where  it  is  manifest,  from 
the  context  of  the  will,  that  those  words  are  used,  not  in 
their  original  and  proper  sense,  but  with  some  secondary 
or  peculiar  meaning.  In  Jesson  v.  Wright  (c),  Lord 
Eldon  said :  *'  The  words,  *  heirs  of  the  body '  will, 
indeed,  yield  to  a  clear,  particular  intent  that  the  estate 
ihoold  be  only  for  life ;  and  that  may  be  from  the  effect 
of  the  superadded  words,  or  any  expressions  showing 
the  particular  intent  of  the  testator ;  but  that  must 
be    clearly    intelligible  and  unequivocal."    And  Lord 

(a)  Cowp.  410.  {h)  1  Eden's  Rep.  119. 

(c)  2  Bligh,  1  ;  see  pp.  .53  and  57. 
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Redesdalt  said:  ''The  rule  is  that  technical  words  shall 
have  their  legal  effect,  unless,  from  subsequent  incon- 
sistent words,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  testator  meant 
otherwise/'  But  is  there  anything  in  the  context  of 
this  will,  to  give  to  the  words,  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  an 
interpretation  different  from  that  which  they  technically 
bear? 


The  argument  for  the  Plaintiffs  was  here  disconti- 
nuedy  in  consequence  of  the  Vice-chancellor^ ^  saying 
that  he  thought  the  case  was  with  them,  and  that  he 
wished  to  hear  the  counsel  for  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Ramilly,  for  Sir  Frederick 
JET.  Hervey  Bathurst : 

We  contend  that,  taking  the  whole  of  the  will  toge- 
ther. Sir  F.  Bathurst,  as  being  the  person  who  filled 
the  character  of  heir  of  the  body  of  Lady  Freemantle  at 
her  death,  is  entitled  to  the  absolute  interest  in  this 
property. 

Supposing  that  this  had  been  a  devise  of  a  freehold 
estate,  and  the  will  had  stopped  at  the  words :  ''  heirs 
of  the  body  of  my  said  daughter  lawfully  begotten,"  it 
would  have  been  clear  that  Lady  Freemantle  would 
have  taken  an  equitable  estate  for  life,  with  a  legal  re- 
mainder over  to  the  heirs  of  her  body.  For  it  is  clear 
that  the  trustees  take  such  an  estate  only  as  is  com- 
mensurate with  the  purposes  of  their  trust,  which  was 
a  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  Lady  Freemantle  for  her 
life;  and,  consequently,  the  legal  estate  was  not  re- 
quired to  remain  and  would  not  remain  in  the  trustees, 
any   longer  than  during  her  life.     Doe  v.  Nicholh  {d) 


(d)  1  Barn.  &  Cress.  33G. 
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where  all  the  cases  on  the  subject  are  collected.  The 
bequest  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Lady  Freemantle,  is  a 
distinct,  independent,  legal  bequest,  and,  as  such,  it  does 
not  coalesce  with  the  prior,  equitable  life  estate,  but  cre- 
ates a  contingent  remainder  in  the  heir  of  the  body  of  the 
equitable  tenant  for  Hfe.  In  all  the  subsequent  gifts, 
which,  it  is  important  to  observe,  are  alternative  or 
substitutional  gifls,  the  leaseholds  and  other  property 
are  disposed  of  without  any  interposition  of  trustees. 
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Supposing,  however,  that  the  remainder  to  the  heirs 
of  the  body  of  Lady  Freemantle,  was  not  an  equitable 
but  a  legal  remainder,  then  we  contend  that  there  is  no 
inflexible  rule  of  law  which  requires,  with  regard  to  per- 
sonal estate,  that  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body, 
should  coalesce  with  the  previous  estate  for  life,  so  as 
to  give  the  absolute  interest  to  the  tenant  for  life.  For 
the  rule  in  SheUej/*s  case,  though  inflexible  with  re- 
spect to  real  estate,  yields  to  the  intention,  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  whole  of  the  will,  when  the  property  as 
to  which  the  question  arises,  is  personal  estate.  That 
rule  has  indeed  been  applied  to  personal  estate  in  cer- 
tain cases  ;  but,  in  some  of  those  cases,  the  subject  of 
disposition  was  a  mixed  fund,  composed  partly  of  real 
and  partly  of  personal  estate,  and  an  intention  was  ma- 
nifested that  both  properties  should  go  together ;  and 
then  the  Court  has  said :  *•  We  will  give  effect  to  the 
greater  intention  of  the  testator ;  and  as  we  can  not 
give  an  estate  tail  in  personalty,  we  will  give  the  first 
taker  an  absolute  interest.'*  In  other  cases  in  which 
the  rule  has  been  applied,  there  has  been  a  gift  over 
on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue.  Here,  however,  the 
property  in  dispute  is  unmixed  personalty;  and  the 
limitation  over  is  to  take  effect,  not  after  an  inde- 
finite failure  of  Ludy  Freemantle'%  issue,  but  on  failure 
DD  4 
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of  issue  at  her  decease.   Besides,  nothing  more  than 
an  estate  for  life  is  given  to  her;    and   her  husband 
was  clearly   intended    to   take  nothing   at  all   under 
the   will.      That    intention,    however,    would   be  de- 
feated by  applying  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case ;  for  then 
her  husband  would  take  the  whole  of  the  property^ 
and,  in  addition  to  that,  all  the  subsequent  limitations, 
would  have  no  effect  whatever. — [The  Vice-Chanceilor  r 
What  is  the  sentence  with  which  Lord  Hardwicke  con^ 
eludes  his  judgment  in  Garth  v.  Baldwin  (e)  ?     "  It  is 
a  limitation  of  personal  estate  to  one  for  life  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  which  vests  absolutely  whether  so 
intended  by  the  testator  or  not."] — Lord  Hardwicke  did 
not  intend  to  lay  down  the  proposition  so  broadly ;  for 
he  had  said,  just  before,  that  all  the  other  cases  had 
been  upon  particular  distinctions  of  evidence  of  inten- 
tion ;  and  that,  in  Hodgeson  v.  Bussey  (f)  he  held  the 
adding  the  words,  '*  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs," strong  evidence  of  intent  to  give  a  usufructuary 
interest  for  life,  and  to  vest  the  property  in  the  heirs  uf 
the  body.     In  Garth  v.  Baldwin,  also,  the  fund  in  dis- 
pute was  a  fund  of  realty  and  personalty  combined,  and 
there  was  no  good  executory  limitation  over.     The  in- 
tention too  was  that  the  property  should  go  in  succes- 
sion, which,  with  regard  to  personal  estate,  could  not 
be  effected ;  and  there  was  a  limitation  which  was  in- 
tended to  take  effect  after  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 
Consequently,  that  case  is  plainly  distinguishable  from 
the  present.     Here  nothing  like  succession  was  contem- 
plated.    The  subsequent  gifts  are  substitutional  for  the 
first ;  and  the  property  is  virtually  given  over  on  the 
decease  of  Lady  Freemantle. 

The  testatrix,  herself,  has  told  us  that,  in  her  view, 
(e)  2  Vez.  646.  (/)  3  Aik.  89. 
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the  words,  "  heirs  of  the  body"  and,  **  issue,"  mean 

the  same  thing :  and,  if  so,  the  case  is  within  those  in      '         ^       ^ 

which  the  word,  *'  issue"  is  used  ;  and  then  it  is  quite    "^"^  ^^^^  ^' 

Ir  RH¥Tf  AM 

clear  that  the  issue  will  take  after  the  death  of  the 

tenant  for  life.  BaJurst. 

There  is  an  opinion,  given  by  Mr.  Fearne  on  a  case, 
which  is  on  all-fours  with  the  present ;  except  that  the 
language  of  the  will  now  before  the  Court  is  more 
favourable  to  the  construction  which  we  are  contend- 
ing for  (g). 


(g)  Mr.  IVaVcer  read  the  case  and  opinion  to  the  Court, 
from  Fearne^  Posthumous  Works,  p.  393.  They  were  as 
follows : 

Case. 

A  B.,  possessed  of  an  estate  for  the  residue  of  a  long  term 
of  years,  says,  in  his  will :  *<  I  give  unto  my  cousin  C  my 
leasehold  estate  duriog  his  life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  I  give 
the  same  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  for  the  residue  of  the  term 
that  shall  be  then  to  come ;  and,  for  want  of  such  issue,  1 
give  the  same,  afler  the  decease  of  the  said  C,  unto  D.  £., 
and  her  heirs,  for  the  residue  of  the  term."  C.  entered  on 
the  estate,  had  four  sons,  and  died.  His  eldest  son  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  C,  leaving  a  son  him  surviving,  who,  after  the 
death  of  C,  took  possession  of  the  lands  and  assigned  them 
to  H.  and  his  wife. 

Opinion. 

Though,  in  general,  a  limitation  of  a  term  to  one  for  life, 
and  afterwards  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  vests  the  whole  in  the 
first  devisee,  when  that  limitation  is  not  attended  with  other 
expressions  or  circumstances  to  prevent  such  a  con^tiuction ; 
yet  Courts  have  generally  attended  to  any  expressions  that 
might  warrant  the  construing  the  limitation  as  distinct,  and 
make  the  latter  operate  as  words  of  purchase  ;  see  the  cases 
of  Hodgeson  v.  Bussey^  2  Atk.  89,  and  Read  v.  Snell^  a  Atk. 
642 ;  and  other  cases.     Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  limi- 
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The  other  authorities  referred  to,  were  the  treatise,  oa 
executory  devises,  by  the  same  learned  authoTy  c.  4: 

tatioD,  after  the  decease  of  C,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  for 
the  residue  of  the  term  that  shall  then  be  to  come,  and  the 
limitation  over,  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  D.  £.,  after  his 
decease,  appear  to  me  sufficient  for  that  purpose ;  the  former 
giving  a  separate  interest  from  that  before  given  to  the  father, 
viz.  the  residue  of  the  term  afler  his  decease,  and,  conse- 
quently, excluding  the  construction  of  that  residue  vesting 
in  the  father ;  and  the  latter  importing  that  the  interest  li- 
raited  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  should  not  vest  till  his  decease, 
and  should  then  vest  in  such  heir ;  or,  in  default  of  such,  then 
in  D.  E.;  see  the  opinion  of  Lord  Macclesfield^  and  the  Lords 
Commissioners,  on  the  effect  of  similar  words,  in  the  case  of 
Paine  v.  Straiton^  cited  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  a  Atk.  647.   I 
am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  C.  did  not  vest  till  his  decease,  and  then  vested 
in  the  person  who  was  heir  of  his  body,  as  the  person  d^ 
scribed ;   for,   though   the  words,   *  heirs  of  the  body,'  b 
these  cases,  may,  under  particular  circumstances  manifest- 
ing such  an  intention,  be  construed  as  descriplio  persona, 
applicable  to  an  heir  apparent,  or  to  children,  though  not 
answering  the  complete  description  of  heir ;  yet  I  have  not 
met  with  any  instance  of  that  sort,  where  there  has  been  no 
expression  or  circumstance  in  the  will,  importing  such  an  in- 
tention :  here  are  none  that  I  discover.     On  the  contrary, 
the  limitation  over  after  his  decease,  in  default  of  such  issue 
(that  is,  heirs  of  his  body,  to  which  he  refers),  shows  that  be 
meant,  by  <  heirs  of  his  body,'  a  person  or  persons  answering 
that  description  at  the  decease  of  C,  which  entirely  excludes 
the  construction  that  Lord  Hardwicke  seemed  to  counte- 
nance, in  the  case  of  Theebridge  v.  Kiibume,  2  Vez.  836, 
that,  where,  in  these  cases,  the  words,  *  heirs  of  the  body,' 
are  taken  as  words  of  purchase,  it  is  not  necessary  that  tlje 
issue  should  survive  the  first  taker,  so  as,  in  strictness,  to  be 
heir ;  for  here  it  was  necessary ;  because  the  residue  of  the 
term  was,  after  his  decease,  to  vest  in  D,  £.,  for  want  of  such 
heir  ;  and,  consequently,  only  to  vest  in  an  heir  surviving 
him,  that  is,  an  heir  of  his  body  in  strictness. 
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and  Daffome  v.  Goodman  (h) ;  Peacock  v.  Spooner{i) ; 
Wardy.  Bradley  {k);  Webb  v.  Webb(,l)]  BuUerfield 
V.  BuUerfield  {m) ;  Theebridge  v.  KiAumein)  ;  Price  v. 
Price  (o);  TFrijrA^  v.  Atkyns^p);  Tothill  v.  Pi// (9); 
Read  v.  Snell(,r);  Lampley  v.  Blower  {s);  Jacobs  v. 
Amyatt^t);  Knight  v.  Ellis  {u);  Trotter  v.  Oswald  (z); 
Ex  parte  Sterne  {y);  and  Stonor  v.  Curwen(z).  And 
the  learned  counsel  distinguished  such  of  those  cases  as 
were  against  them  from  the  present,  on  one  or  other  of 
the  following  groundR,  namely,  either  that  the  fund  in 
dispute  was  a  mixed  fund,  or  the  gift  over  was  intended 
to  take  effect  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  or  the  in- 
strument on  which  the  question  arose,  was  made  in  con- 
sideration of  marriage,  and,  therefore,  the  construction 
of  it  was  governed  by  a  principle  which  was  not  appli- 
cable to  the  case  before  the  Court. 

Mr.  Macpherson  and  Mr.  Hall,  for  Sir  C.  and  Lady 
Knight  ley,  also  contended  that  the  words,  "  heirs  of  the 
body,"  must  be  taken  as  words  of  purchase,  but  must 
be  so  construed  as  to  comprehend  all  the  issue  of  Lady 
Freemantle  as  a  class.  They  cited  Feame^s  Ex.  Dev. 
p.  492,  Lampley  v.  Blower,  Knight  v.  Ellis,  Theebridge 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  residue  of  the  term, 
on  the  decease  of  C^  became  vested  in  his  grandson  G.,  as 
heir  of  his  body. 
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(h)  2  Vern.  363. 
(i)  Ibid.  43. 
Ik)  Ibid.  23. 
(/)  1  P.W.  132. 
(w)  1  Vez.  133. 
(n)  2  Vez.  233. 
(0)  Ibid.  234,  cited. 
(p)  19  Ves.  2()f). 
(q)  1  Madd.  488. 


(r)  2  Atk.  642. 

(0  3  Atk.  396. 

(0  4  Bro.  C.  C.  542 ;  and 
1  Madd.  376  note;  and  13 
Ves.  479. 

(u)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  570. 

(x)  1  Cox,  317. 

(;/)  CVe8.  156. 

(z)  Aittc,  Vol.  V.  p.  264. 
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1843.  v»  Kilburne,  Chandless  v.  Price  (a);  Cross  v.  Cross  (Jb) 

'        ^        '  Brouncker  v.  Bagot  (c),  and  Doe  v.  Edlin  (rf). 
The  Earl  of 
Verulam  Mr.  Toller,  for  the  Defendants  Lionel  C,  Hervey  an^^ 

V.  Elizabeth  Hervey,  cited  Roberts  v.  Dixwell  (e),  StonczM 

Bai HURST,     v^  Curwen,  and  Garth  v.  Baldwin, 

Mr.  Zi7//e  appeared  for  trustees  in  whose  names  tbe 
bank  stock  was  standing. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

The  question  to  be  decided  appears  to  oie,  after  the 
decisions  in  Garth  v.  Baldwin  and  Theebridge  y.  £t/- 
burne,  to  be  reasonably  clear. 

I  admit  that,  if  it  were  the  case  of  a  trust  to  be  exe- 
cuted, and  it  were  plainly  directed  that  the  first  taker 
was  to  take  for  her  separate  use,  and  then  there  were 
words  which  directed  that  the  property  should  be  limited 
to  the  heirs  of  her  body,  the  Court  could  not  execute 
that  direction,  so  as  to  give  a  complete  estate  tail  to  the 
first  taker ;  because  the  very  expression  of  separate  ase 
to  the  first  taker  for  life,  would  imply  that  that  first 
taker  should  not  have  the  legal  estate ;  and  then,  if  there 
were  no  words  to  show  that  the  heirs  of  the  body  were 
not  to  take  the  legal  estate,  it  is  perfectly  manifest  that 
the  words,  *  heirs  of  the  body,'  could  never  be  taken  as 
mere  words  of  limitation,  so  as  to  give  an  estate  tail  to 
the  first  taker.  But  the  case  before  me  is  not  a  case  of 
that  kind.  For  in  my  opinion  the  whole  legal  interest 
in  the  chattels  real  as  well  as  in  the  chattels  personal, 
vested,  of  necessity,  in  those  persons  who  were  named 
the  trustees,  that  is,  upon  the  supposition  that  the  exe- 
cutrix assented  to  the  legacy. 

(a)  3  Ves.  99.  (d)  4  Adol.  &  EIL  5^2. 

(/>)  Ante,  Vol.  VII.  p.  aoi.  (e)  1  Atk.  607. 

(c)  I  Mer.  271. 


The  Earl  of 
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in  so  much  doubt  that  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law 
ought  to  be  taken  on  it,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  send  a 
case  to  a  court  of  law.  At  the  same  time  I  must  say 
that  my  opinion  is  very  clear  upon  the  point,  that  the  Bathurst. 
whole  legal  interest  in  the  leaseholds  and  in  the  personal 
chattels,  vested  in  those  persons  who  were  named  as 
trustees. 

Then,  for  what  purpose  were  they  trustees  ?  They 
were  trustees  in  trust  to  permit  Mrs.  Hervey  (afterwards 
Lady  Freemantle)  to  take  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
leasehold  estates,  and  the  dividends  of  the  bank  stock, 
and  the  use  of  all  the  household  goods  &c.  for  her  life,  for 
her  separate  use ;  which  is  but  a  trust  for  her  during 
her  life,  with  this  superadded  modification,  that  the  hus- 
band shall  not  interfere  with  the  property  during  her 
life.  Then  the  testatrix  goes  on  to  say  :  "  And  from 
and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter, 
then  I  give  and  bequeath  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of 
all  my  said  leasehold  estates  and  interest  of  the  sum  of 
3,000/.  bank  stock,  and  the  use  of  all  my  household 
goods  and  furniture,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  heirs 
of  the  body  of  ray  said  daughter  lawfully  begotten;" 
which,  in  eflfect,  is  a  trust  for  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
the  daughter  lawfully  begotten.  And  it  is  observable 
that,  here,  the  things  which  are  expressed  to  be  given 
in  trust  for  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  daughter,  are 
the  things  which  sustain  the  same  description  as  those 
which  the  daughter  was  to  have.  There  is  no  variation 
in  the  phrase ;  there  is  no  introduction  of  the  principal, 
as  if  it  were  contra-distinguished  from  the  interest ;  on 
which  distinction  some  of  the  cases  turn.  Then  the  will 
proceeds  :  *'  But,  in  case  my  said  daughter  shall  happen 
to  depart  this  life  without  leaving  any  luwful  issue  living 
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at  the  time  of  her  decease/'  then  the  property  is  to  gc^ 
over ;  on  which  nothing  particular  turns. 


There  is  nothing  in  this  will,  which,  of  necesntyy 
strains  the  general  import  of  the  words,  ''hdrs  of  the 
body/'    There  is  no  mention  of  children.    If  you  look 
at  the  case  of  Paine  v.  Slratton  (/)  which  is  referred  to 
in  Read  v.  Snell,  you  will  see  that,  though  there  wai 
a  devise  to  the  testator's  sister  Anne  Paine  2ind  the  heirs 
of  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  the  devise  over  for  want 
of  such  issue  or  heirs,  was  to  the  children  of  the  tesbh 
tor's  sister  Mary  Stratton,  equally  among  them  and  their 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever :  and,  if  you  look  at  the  will, 
as  stated  at  length  in  3  Bro.  P.  G.  257,  you  will  find 
that  the  words  used  were:  '*  sons  and  daughters  equally." 
So  that  there  can  be  no  question  about  that  case. 

Here  there  are  no  words  of  limitation  superadded; 
and,  in  my  opinion,  the  words :  '*  in  case  my  sud 
daughter  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life  without  leav- 
ing any  lawful  issue  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease," 
are  tantamount  to  this,  that  if  there  should  be  no  heos 
of  her  body  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  then  the 
property  should  go  over.  So  that,  in  the  first  instance^ 
if  she  happened  to  have  issue  living  at  her  death,  it 
would  be  an  absolute  interest  in  her :  but  in  case  she 
had  no  issue,  that  is,  no  heirs  of  her  body  living  at  her 
death,  the  limitation  over  would  be  good. 

Then  I  find  the  cases  of  Garth  v.  Baldwin  and  Thee- 
bridge  v.  Kilburne  going  very  nearly  on  all-fours  with 
this  case.  In  the  case  of  Theebridge  v.  Kilburne,  the 
trust  was,  after  the  death  of  the  settlor  and  his  wife,  to 


(/)  2  Alk.  G47,  cited. 
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pay  the  whole  profits  of  the  property  to  his  daughter, 
Sarah,  during  her  life,  and,  immediately  from  and  after 
her  decease,  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Sarah  lawfully 
begotten,  if  the  term  should  so  long  endure ;  and,  for 
default  of  such  issue,  then  to  his  grand-daughter,  her 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns :  and  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  first  taker  took  the 
whole  interest.  In  Garth  y.  Baldwin,  the  trust  was  to 
pay  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  testator's  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  Sarah  Garth  for  her  sepai-ate  use  for 
life,  and,  after  her  decease,  to  pay  the  same  to  her  son 
Edward  Turner  Garth,  for  life,  and,  afterwards,  to  pay 
the  same  to  the  heirs  of  his  body;  and,  for  wai\t  of 
such  issue,  to  pay  the  same  to  all  and  every  other  son 
or  sons  of  the  body  of  Sarah  Garth  begotten  or  to  be 
begotten,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  successively,  the 
eldest  to  be  preferred  in  priority  of  birth  ;  and,  for  want 
of  such  issue,  in  trust  to  convey  to  the  persons  named. 
There  it  was  held  that  Edward  Turner  Garth  was  to 
take  absolutely. 
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It  would  be  endless  to  compare  the  words  of  this  will, 
with  the  words  in  all  the  other  cases ;  but  I  rest  my 
opinion  on  this,  that,  in  all  the  other  cases  that  have 
been  mentioned  (I  believe  in  all  of  them)  it  will  be 
found  that  there  are  words  which  discriminate  them 
from  this  case.  Here  there  is  no  reference  to  children ; 
there  is  no  reference  to  sons  or  daughters ;  there  is  no 
gift  of  the  property  to  the  heirs  of  the  body,  by  a  de- 
scription difierent  from  that  by  which  it  is  given,  in  the 
first  instance,  for  life :  and,  therefore,  my  opinion  is 
(and  I  do  not  think  that  anything  will  be  gained  by  a 
further  consideration  of  the  case,  because  all  the  cases 
have  been  produced  and  discussed  very  ably)  that  the 
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The  Earl  of 
Verulam 

V. 

Bathurst. 


personal  representatives  of  Lady  Freemantle,  that  is, 
the  Plaintiffs,  are  absolutely  entitled. 

Declare  that,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  the 
testatrix.  Lady  Ranelagh,  Lady  Freemantle  became 
absolutely  entitled  to  the  sum  of  3,000/.  bank  stock, 
and  the  furniture  in  the  testatrix's  houses  in  Gromm- 
street  and  Englefield  Green,  and  that  the  same  now 
belong  to  the  Plaintiffs. 


1843: 
10th  March. 

V w ' 

Will 
Construction. 

Testator  devised 
all  his  real 
estates  to  trus- 
tees ;  as  to  his 
freehold  mes- 
suage, farm, 
lands  and  he- 
reditaments in 
the  county  of 
B.,  in  trust  for 

fad 'a'^arr  -"tioned. 

that  county, con  freehold  messuage  in  Spilalftelds,  immediately  after  his 

sisting  of  a  mes-  decease,  and  to  st  aid  possessed  of  the  proceeds,  ^ni 

suage  and  110  . 

acres  of  land        ^'^  ^^  '^'^  personal  estate,  in  trust,  thereout,  to  pay 

of  which  the         his  debts  and  legacies;  and,  as  to  the  residue  thereof 
messuage  and 

the  greater  part  of  the  land,  were  freehold,  and  the  other  parts  lease- 
hold for  long  terms  of  years  at  peppercorn  rents;  and  ihey  Here 
interspersed  with  and  undistinguishuble  fr^m  the  freehold  part,  and 
had  been  demised  thcrrwiili  as  one  farm,  at  one,  entire  rent,  and 
the  testator  had  always  tre.:te()  and  dealt  with  them  as  freehold. 
Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  leasehold  parts  were  not  comprised  iu 
the  trust. 


STONE  V.  GREENING. 

Charles  stone,  by  his  will,  dated  the  17th  of 
May  1839,  devised  all  his  real  estates,  and  all  his  lease- 
hold estates,  lands  and  tenements,  and  all  his  goodi, 
chattels,  personal  estate  and  effects  to  trustees,  in  trust, 
as  to  his  freehold  messuage,  farm,  lands  and  hereditamenti 
situate  in  the  county  of  Buckingham,  his  freehold  bod 
at  Felstead  in  Essex,  and  his  freehold  messuages  sitaate 
in  Map-street,  Sale-street  and  Brick-lane,  Bethnal-grm^ 
in  trust  to  receive  the  rents  thereof,  and  to  apply  them 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  manner  therein 
He  then  directed  his  trustees  to  sell  bis 
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and  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  of  what  nature  or  kind  the  same 
should  be,  in  trust  for  his  children  therein  named. 

The  testator  died  in  July  1841.  At  the  date  of  his 
will  and  at  his  death  he  was  seised  and  possessed  of  a 
messuage,  farm  and  lands  at  Marshy  in  Bucks,  con- 
taining 1 16  acres.  The  messuage  and  93  acres  3  roods 
and  21  perches  of  the  land,  were  freehold,  and  the 
remaining  22  acres  and  19  perches,  were  leasehold  ; 
part  being  held  for  the  remainder  of  a  term  of  1,000 
years,  another  part  for  the  remainder  of  a  term  of  500 
years,  and  the  rest,  for  the  remainder  of  a  term  of 
999  years,  at  pepper-corn  rents.  The  term  of  1,000 
years  coramenced  in  the  9th  year  of  Queen  Elizabeth ; 
but  the  commencement  of  the  other  terms  was  unknown, 
the  instruments  creating  them  having  been  lost;  and 
the  only  title-deeds  relating  to  them  in  the  testator's 
possession,  being  assignments,  the  latest  of  which  was 
the  assignment  to  the  testator  dated  in  September 
181G. 


1843. 
* . ' 

Stone 

G&EENINO. 


By  an  indenture  dated  the  16th  of  November  1837, 
the  testator  let  the  farm  to  a  tenant,  for  fourteen  years, 
at  an  entire  rent  of  150  /.  per  annum  :  and  the  rent  and 
right  of  re-entry  were  reserved  to,  and  the  covenants 
were  made  with  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

A  witness,  who  had  been  the  receiver  of  the  rents  of 
the  testator's  estate  at  Mursletfy  for  twenty  years  prior 
to  the  testator's  death,  deposed  that,  on  the  16th  of 
November  1837  (the  date  of  the  lease),  the  116  acres 
were  thrown  together  and  held  and  occupied  as  one 
entire  farm,  and  that  there  was  not  any  distinction,  to 
the  eye,  between  the  freehold  and  the  leasehold  parts 

Vol.  Xlll.  E  E 
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1843.  which  were  interspersed  and   intermingled  witK  each 

*        "^  other,  so  that  it  was  not  possible  to  distinguish  the  one 

Stone         |j.qjjj  ^Yie  other:  that  the  testator,  as  far  as  the  witness 
*  knew  or  believed,  always  treated,  described  and  dealt 

with  the  116  acres  as  being,  altogether,  freehold:  that, 
in  addition  to  the  farm,  the  testator,  at  the  date  of  bis 
will  and  at  his  death,  was  seised  of  a  freehold  cottage, 
garden  and  part  of  a  close  at  Mursley,  let,  on  lives,  at 
10/.  a  year;  and  that,  in  1838,  he  purchased  two  free- 
hold and  three  leasehold  cottages  there. 

The  cause  was  heard  as  a  short  cause;  and  the 
question  was  whether  the  words :  "  my  freehold  mes- 
suage, farm,  lands  and  hereditaments  situate  in  the 
county  of  Buckingham^*  comprised,  as  the  bill  allied, 
the  leasehold  as  well  as  the  freehold  part  of  the  testa- 
tor's farm  at  Mursley. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
cited  Thompson  v.  Lawley  (a) ;  Hobson  v.  Blackburn  (6) ; 
Day  v.  Trig(c),  and  Lane  v.  Stanhope  (d). 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Simons,  and  Mr.  Cooper  and 
Mr.  Rudall,  appeared  for  the  cestui  que  trusts  of  the 
testator's  residuary  personal  estate,  and 

Mr.  Wright  and  Mr.  Hoare  for  the  trustees  of  the 
will.     But, 

The  Vice- Chancellor,  after  hearing  the  counsel  for 
the  Plaintiffs,  said  that,  as  the  testator  had  property 
in  the  county  of  Buckingham,  to  which  the  words: 
"  my   freehold   messuage,   farm,   lands   and  heredita- 

(a)  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  303.  (c)  1  P.  W.  286. 

(b)  \  MyJ.  &  Keen,  571.  (d)  6  T.  R.  345. 
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inents"  were  correctly  applicable,  he  must  hold  that  iP43» 

the  leasehold  part  of  the  farm  was  not  comprised  in 

those  words,  but  passed  by  the  residuary  bequest  in 

the  will  (e).    '  ^ 

^  '  Greening. 

(^)  See  Arkell  v.  Fletcher,  ante^  Vol.  X.  p.  299  ;  and  Par- 
leer  V.  Marchantf  5  Mann.  &  Grang.  498,  and  2  Youn,  & 
Coll.  N.  C.  a79. 


Stone 


GRIFFITH  V.  POWNALL.  1843: 

11th  March. 


UNDER  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  of  November     Apvointmcnt. 

1790,  the  trustees  of  a  sum  of  10,000/.  four  per  cent.       Perpetuity. 

stock,  were  to  pay  the  dividends  to  Elizabeth^  the  wife       Remoteness. 

of  James  Potvnall,  for  her  separate  use  for  life,  and,  j^  jjaj  power 

after  her  death,  the  dividends  of  one  moiety  to  James  to  appoint  a 

Pawnall  for  life,  and,  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  Srinhildren 

them,  the  trustees  were  to  transfer  that  moiety  unto  all  of  B.  begotten 

or  any  one  or  more  of  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^",  . 
^  «,        .  .11  .11  eotteny  and thetr 

Poumail  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  or  unto  all  or  any  7^^^^^  ^^d,  in 

one  or  more  of  such  children  and  all  or  any  of  the  issue  default  of  ap- 

of  all  or  any  of  such  child  or  children,  at  such  time  or  2^^^'™^"^*-'  ® 
^  '  tuna  was  given 

times,  in  such  shares  &c.,  as  Edward  Hill  should,  by  to  the  children 

deed  or  will,  appoint ;  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  equally,   ^-^^d 

the  trustees  were  to  transfer  such  moiety  to  all  the  ^^J^  ^\  ^f 

children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Powriall  begotten  and  to  be  whom  were 

begotten,  equally;   and,  after  Mrs.  PownalFs  death,  ' oifr'l^aT  ^^'^ 

they  were  to  transfer  the  other  moiety  in  Uke  manner,  created.    A. 

directed  by  his 

Mr.  and  Mrs,  Poumail  had  four  sons  and  two  daugh-  ^y^^^^  which 

every  child  of 
B.  begotten  or  to  be  begotteuy  was  entitled  to  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, should  be  held  in  trust  for  that  child  for  life,  and,  after  its 
death,  Jbr  its  children, — Held  that  the  appointment  was  not  void 
for  remoteness. 

£  E  2 
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1843. 
* V ^ 

Griffith 

V. 

POWNALL. 


tere  living  at  the  dat^  of  the  indentwre;  and  they  nevei 
had  another  child. 

Edward  Hill,  by  his  will  dated  the  24th  of  January 
1800,  after  reciting  the  indenture  of  November  1790, 
and  that  there  were  six  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  PwmU 
then  living  (whose  names  he  mentioned),  appointed 
that  the  shares  of  the  10>000  /.  stock,  which  such  of 
the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Pownall,  begotten  or  to  be 
begotten,  as  were  or  should  be  daughters,  would  be  enti- 
tled to  in  default  of  appointment,  should  remain  vested 
in  the  trustees,  upon  trust,  as  to  one  moiety  thereof 
after  the  decease  of  Mrs.  Poumall,  and,  as  to  the  other 
moiety  after  the  dec^se  of  her  and  her  husband,  to 
pay  the  dividends  to  such  of  the  said  daughter  and 
daughters  as  should  have  attained  twenty-one  or  be 
married,  for  their  separate  use  for  life,  according  to 
their  respective  shares  of  the  capital ;  and  that,  after 
their  deaths,  the  trustees  should  transfer  their  shares  d 
the  capital  unto  and  equally  between  and  among  all 
their  children  respectively. 

One  question  in  the  cause  was  whether  the  appoint- 
ment to  the  children  of  the  daughters  of  Mr.  and  Mrs, 
Pownall  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  was  not  void  fcr 
remoteness.  That  question  was  argued  by  the  counsel 
for  the  children  of  Mrs.  Fourdrinier  (who  was  one  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  PownalVs  children),  and  by  the  counsel 
for  Mrs.  Fourdrinier. 


Mr.  Walker  and  ^x,  James  Parker  for  the  children,  aaid 
that,  so  far  as  their  clients  were  concerned,  the  appoint- 
ment was  not  too  remote ;  for  their  mother  was  living  at 
the  date  of  the  deed  creating  the  power,  and,  thereforei 
the  appointment  would  have  been  valid,  if  it  had  been 
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inserted  in  that  deed.  Routkdge  v.  Dorril(a),  and  Arnold 
V.  Congreve  (b).     In  the  latter  case,  a  testatrix  having 
bequeathed  a  sum  of  stock  to  her  son  for  life,  and,  at 
his  death,  one-half  of  it  to  his  eldest  son  living  at  her 
death,  and  the  other  half  to  his  other  children ;  and 
having  bequeathed  another  sum  of  stock  to  her  two 
daughters,  for  their  lives,  and,  after  their  deaths,  to 
their  children,  directed,  by  a  codicil,  that  the  shares  of 
her  grandchildren  should  be  settled  on  them  for  their 
lives,  and,  afterwards,  revert  to  their  children :  and  Sir 
John  Leach,  M.  R.,  held  that  one-half  of  the  fund 
being  given  to  the  eldest  son  of  the  testatrix's  son 
living  at  her  death,  a  life-interest  might  be  well  limited 
to  him,  with  remainder  to  his  unborn  children;  that 
the  will  gave  that  sum  absolutely  to  such  eldest  son; 
but  that  the  codicil  ought  to  be  read  reddendo  singula 
singulis;    and   that,   as    applied   to    that    bequest,    it 
amounted  to  a  direction  that  the  eldest  son  should 
enjoy  the  interest  of  one-half  of  the  fund  during  his  life, 
and  that,  at  his  death,  the  capital  should  go  to  his 
children ;  and  that  those  limitations  were  within  the 
rule  of  law :  but  that  the  limitations  to  the  children  of 
the  other  grandchildren,  were  too  remote;  for  the  other 
grandchildren  were  not  required  to  be  living  at  the  tes- 
tatrix's death. 


1843. 

» . ' 

Griffith 

V. 
POWMALL* 


Mr.  Walher  and  Mr.  Parher  added  that,  in  the  pre- 
sent case  also,  the  will  ought  to  be  read  reddendo  sin- 
gula singulis ;  and  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the 
appointment  would  have  been  good  so  far  as  Mrs.  Fottr- 
drinier^B  children  were  concerned,  if  the  testator  had 
named  their  mother  in  the  operative  part  f  his  will ; 
and  that  he  had  done  so,  in  substance ;  for,  in  the  recit- 


(a)  3  Ves.  jun.  357. 


(b)  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  209. 

EE  3 


Griffith 

r. 
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1843.  ing  part,  he  bad  inentiooed  the  names  of  the  six  ctil- 

dren  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  PournaU  who  were  living  at  the 
date  of  the  deed  creating  the  power;  and  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
p     '  *  Pownall  never  had  any  other  child. 

Mr.  Bloxam  and  Mr.  F.  J.  HaU,  for  Mrs.  JFaurdri' 
nier,  contended  that  the  appointment  was  too  remote, 
as  it  was  made  in  favour  of  the  children  of  the  daugh* 
ters  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Pownall  begotten  and  to  be  btgoi- 
teny  as  constituting  one  entire  class. 

Mr.  Purvis,  Mr.  Wood,  Mr.  Bagshawe,  Mr.  WUkock, 
Mr.  Temple^  Mr.  Bacon,  Mr.  Toller,  and  Mr,  Cooi, 
appeared  for  other  parties  to  the  suit. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

The  power  was  good  in  its  creation ;  for  though  some 
of  the  objects  of  it  may  have  been  beyond  the  limit  which 
the  law  prescribes,  it  was  a  power  of  selection,  and  the 
donee  might  have  selected  such  of  the  objects  as  were 
within  the  prescribed  limit. 

Upon  the  law  applicable  to  the  question  that  has 
been  discussed  in  this  case,  there  can  be  no  doubt;  the 
matter  to  be  considered  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  the 
language  which  the  testator  has  used. 

I  admit  that  if  a  person  having  a  power  over  a  fond, 
appoints  it,  in  bulk,  amongst  a  set  of  persons  coQtC' 
tivi'ly,  some  of  whom  are  within  the  rule  of  law  as  to 
perpetuity,  but  the  rest  of  them  are  not,  the  appoint- 
ment is  void  in  toto :  and,  that  being  so,  the  questioa 
is  whether  the  appointment  which  the  testator  in  this 
case  has  muile,  is  an  ap))ointment  of  that  description. 
In  Older  to  determine  that  question,  we  must,  as  I  said 
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before,  have  regard  to  the  language  which  the  testator 
has  used. 

He  recites,  first,  the  deed  of  November  1700;  next, 
that  there  were  six  children  of  Mr,  and  Mrs.  Pownall 
then  living,  and  he  mentions  their  names :  then,  after 
reciting  some  other  matters  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
notice,  he  directs  that  the  share  and  shares  which  such 
of  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Pownall,  begotten  or  to 
be  begotten,  as  was,  were  or  should  be  a  daughter  or 
daughters,  would  be  entitled  to,  in  default  of  any 
appointment  to  be  made  by  or  in  pursuance  of  the 
power,  of  and  in  the  10,000/.,  4/.  per  cent,  annuities, 
or  the  securities  or  funds  whereupon  the  money  to  arise 
by  the  sale  thereof  should  be  invested,  should  remain 
invested  in  the  names  of  the  then  existing  trustees  and 
the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  &c. 
of  such  survivor,  or  other  tlie  trustees  or  trustee  thereof 
for  the  time  being,  upon  trust,  as  to  one  moiety  thereof, 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  Mrs.  Povmall,  and,  as  to 
the  other  moiety  thereof,  from  and  after  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  of  her  and  her  husband,  to  pay  the  divi- 
dends and  yearly  proceeds  thereof  into  the  proper  hands 
of  such  of  the  said  daughter  and  daughters  respectively 
as  should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or 
be  married,  for  and  during  the  term  of  the  lives  or  life 
of  such  daughter  or  daughters  respectively,  according 
to  her  part  or  share,  or  their  respective  parts  or  shares  of 
the  same  annuities  or  the  securities  or  funds  whereupon 
the  same  should  be  invested,  to  and  for  her  and  their 
own  sole  and  separate  use,  exempt  from  the  power, 
disposition,  debts  and  engagements  of  any  and  every 
husband  with  whom  she  and  they  respectively  might 
have  intermarried  or  should  intermarry ;  and,  from  and 
after   the    decease   and    respective    deceases   of   such 

•E  E  4 
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' V— — ^ 

CrRIFFLTH 

r. 

POWNALL. 


daughter  and  daughters,  upon  farther  trust  that  tbe 
said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  should  trans- 
fer and  pay  the  share  and  shares,  of  each  and  every  of 
the  said  daughters  so  dying,  of  and  in  the  said  1 0,000  {. 
4/.  per  cent  annuities,  or  the  securities  or  fiinds  where- 
upon same  should  be  invested,  unto  and  equally  between 
and  amongst  all  the  lawful  children  of  such  daughter 
or  daughters  respectively,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
or  amongst  them  (if  more  than  one)  share  and  share 
alike,  and,  if  only  one  child,  then  to  such  only  child, 
such  children  or  child  to  take  per  stirpes  and  not  per 
capita,  and  no  children  or  child  of  one  daughter,  to  take 
or  be  entitled  to  the  share  or  any  part  of  the  share  of 
another  daughter,  but  only  the  share  and  respective 
shares  of  his,  her  or  their  mother  or  respective  mothers. 


The  testator  next  provides  for  the  survivorship  and 
accruer  of  the  shares  of  the  children  who  should  die 
under  twenty-one  and  unmarried ;  and  then  directs  so 
far  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  will  permit,  that,  in 
case  any  such  daughter  or  daughters  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Pownall  shall  die  without  having  had  any  child,  or 
having  had  such  children  or  such  only  child,  all  such 
children  or  such  only  child  shall  die  under  twenty-one 
and  unmarried,  the  trustees  shall  stand  possessed  of 
the  share  and  shares  of  each  such  daughter  not  having 
had  any  such  child,  or  whose  children  or  only  child 
shall  so  die,  upon  such  trusts  and  for  such  intents  and 
purposes  as  the  same  would  have  been  subject  to,  under 
the  deed  of  November  1790,  if  he  had  not  made  any 
appointment  by  virtue  of  the  power  thereby  reserved. 


Now  it  is  manifest,  from  the  language  which  the 
testator  has  here  used,  that  he  does  not  appoint  the 
bulk  of  the  fund ;  but  merely  directs  how  tht  share  of 
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each  daughter  shall  go  after  her  death.  If  there  had 
been  a  fleventh  or  an  eighth  daughter,  the  appointment 
would  have  been  bad  as  to  their  children.  But,  never* 
theless,  the  appointment,  as  to  Mrs.  Fourdrinier's 
share,  would  have  been  good ;  for  the  partial  invalidity 
of  the  appointment  with  regard  to  the  shares  of  her 
younger  sisters,  could  not  affect,  in  the  slightest  degree, 
the  validity  of  the  appointment  of  her  share. 

Declare  that,  under  the  will  of  Edward  Hill,  the 
testator  in  the  pleadings  named,  the  share  of  Harriot 
Faurdrinier,  the  wife  of  Sealj/  Fourdrinier,  in  the 
pleadings  respectively  named,  of  and  in  the  10,000/. 
4  /.  per  cent,  annuities  mentioned  in  the  indenture  of 
the  8th  of  November  1790,  was  well  appointed  in 
favour  of  her  and  her  children. 


1843. 


Griffitu 

V, 
POWMALL. 


STILLWELL  v.  BLAIR. 

In  this  suit  there  were  twenty  infant  Defendants,  the 
children  of  the  five  daughters  of  the  testator  in  the 
cause;  and  four  of  them,  who  were  the  children  of  one 
of  the  daughters  who  was  dead,  were  out  of  the  juris- 
diction. The  four  surviving  daughters,  were  the  Plain- 
tiffs in  the  suit. 

On  two  of  the  infants,  who  resided  within  twenty 
miles  of  London,  appearing  in  Court  for  the  purpose  of 
having  a  guardian  ad  litem  assigned  to  them. 


1843: 
29th  March. 

Pradice. 

Infant. 

Guardian^ 

Guardian  ad 
litem,  appointed 
to  infants,  under 
special  circum- 
stances, without 
a  commission  or 
their  appearing 
in  Court. 


Mr.  Torriano  stated  that  the  rest  of  the  infants  who 
were  within  the  jurisdiction,  resided,  in  different  counties, 
more  than  fifty  miles  distant  from  London;   and,  on 
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1843- 


Stillwell 

V. 

Blaiiu 


account  of  the  expense  which  would  be  occasioned  by 
issuing  commissions  for  the  appointment  of  guardians 
to  them,  he  applied,  to  the  Court,  to  appoint  the  person 
who  was  assigned  as  guardian  to  the  two,  guardian  also 
to  the  others  who  were  within  the  jurisdiction,  their 
interests  being  identical ;  and  that  another  person  might 
be  appointed  guardian  to  the  four  who  were  out  of  the 
jurisdiction. 


The   Vice-chancellor   asked  whether   Mr.   Torriano 
had  an  affidavit  that  the  non-appearing  infants  who 
were  within  the  jurisdiction,  were  alive;  and,  on  bein 
answered  in  the  affirmative,  made  the  order*. 

^  See  I  Smith's  Prac.  356  &  357,  3d  edit. 


1843: 
9gth  March. 

Infant. 
Contempt. 

A  habeas  €orpus 
issued  to  bring 
up  the  body  of 
a  ward  of  Court 
who  had  been 
taken  in  exe- 
cution in  an 
action  by  a 
tradesman,  for 
necessaries,  and 
the  tradesman 
was  ordered  to 
attend  at  the 
bar  of  the  Court 
at  the  same 
time. 


BOND  t;.  ROBERTS  f. 

A  YOUNG  gentleman,  a  ward  of  Court,  had  been 
taken  in  execution  in  an  action  for  the  amount  of  a 
tradesman's  bill  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (which 
were  considered  to  be  necessaries),  and  was  confined  in 
WhitecrosS'Street  prison. 

The  Vice-Chancellor y  on  the  application  of  Mr.  Wak- 
field,  ordered  a  habeas  corpus  to  be  issued  to  the  sheriff 
of  Middlesex  to  bring  up  the  body  of  the  ward,  and  the 
tradesman  to  attend  at  the  bar  of  the  Court,  at  the  same 
time. 

f  Ex  rdalione. 
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CLARKE  V.  BUTLER.  1843: 

31st  March. 

John  CLARKE.  by  his  will,  dated  the  31st  of  '        ' 

TU'11 

October  1812,  gave  0,000/.  which  he  then  had  in  the      Construction. 

Navy  five  per  cents.,  to  Caroline  Jane  Fountain  for  her  

own  absolute  use  and  disposal:  and,  after  gi  vine  several  Testator  be- 

„  ,  .      ,     '    .  ,  .  quealhed  his 

other  legacies,  he  gave  all  his  plate,  linen,  china-ware,  residue  to  trus- 

pictures,  live  and  dead  stock,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  tees,  in  trust  for 

of  his  goods,  chattels,  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  -nd  after  her 

and  wheresoever  and  not  thereinbefore  by  him  disposed  death,  for  her 

of,  to  Caroline  Jane  Fountain,  to  and  for  her  own  abso-  phildren :  but 
,  111  in  case  J.  i^. 

lute  use  and  disposal.  gl^ould  survive 

her  mother,  and 

The  testator,  by  a  codicil  dated  the  29th  of  March  Jibing  hS 

1813,  revoked  the  bequest  of  the  residue  and  of  the  lawful  issue, 

0,000/.  Navy  five  per  cents  to  Caroline  Jane  Fountain,  then  in  trust  for 
,.,.;,  ^  ,  ,  ,.  ^  ,  '  the  brothers  and 

and,  in  heu  thereof,  gave  her  1,000/.  sterling;  and  he  sisters  of  J.  C. 

save  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  the  0,000/.  But  in  case 
Stock  to  his  executors,  in  trust  to  invest  such  residue  in  J^*  the  Ufktime^of 
the  purchase  of  other  stock,  and  to  receive  the  dividends  her  mothrrxaith' 
thereof  and  of  the  Nuvy  five  per  cents.,  and  to  pay  the  o//^  limful  issue, 
same  to  Caroline  Jane  Fountain  for  life  ;  and,  after  her  ^^^^  directed  the 
decease,  in  case  she  should  have  any  lawful  issue,  to  trustees  to  re- 
pay the  principal  of  the  0,000/.  stock  and  the  said  other  ^'?'  ^"^  ^^^^^ 
t'  J        r        \r                                                  „       J  residue,  sum- 
stock  so  to  be  purchased  as  aforesaid,  to  all  and  every  cjgnt  to  produce 
the    child   and    children   of  Caroline  Jane   Fountain,  150/.  a  year, 

11  .1    •      XX  •   •       X        X  J    •  h  and  to  pay  the 

equally,  on  their  attaining  twenty-one  ;  and,  in  case  she  annual  produce 

should  survive  her  mother,  Elizabeth  Fountain,  and  die  to  the  mother 

for  life ;  and, 
after  her  decease,  he  gave  the  principal  so  to  he  retained^  to  the 
person  ur  persons  who  woull  be  entitled  thereto  in  case  J,  F.  had 
survived  her  mother  and  died  without  lawful  issue.  J,  F.  died 
without  issue  in  her  mother's  lifetime. — Held  that  the  whole 
of  the  residue,  except  the  fund  for  paying  the  annuity,  was 
undisposed  of. 


Clarke 
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1843.  without  having  had  lawful  issue,  then  to  assign  the  prin- 

cipal of  the  whole  of  the  said  stock  to  the  brothers  and 
sisters  of  his  godson,  John  Clarke,  who  might  be  living 
BoTLER.  *^  *^'®  decease  :  but  in  case  Caroline  Jane  FountoM 
should  happen  to  die  in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother  unthoMi 
lawful  issue,  then  he  directed  his  trustees  and  executors 
to  retain  so  much  of  the  said  stock  as  should  be  suffiaad 
to  produce  an  annual  income  qflboLn  year,  and  to  pay 
over  such  annual  produce  to  Elizabeth  Fountain  for 
life ;  and,  after  her  decease  he  gave  the  principal  of  the 
said  stock  to  be  retained  by  his  trustees  and  executors  for 
the  purpose  last  aforesaid,  to  the  person  or  persons  who 
would  be  entitled  thereto  in  case  Caroline  Jane  Fountain 
had  survived  her  mother  and  died  without  lawful  issue. 

The  testator  died  in  April  1B14.  Caroline  Jane 
Fountain  died  a  spinster  in  April  1830.  FlizabeA 
Fountain,  her  mother,  died  in  April  1841. 

The  question  was  whether  the  brothers  and  sisters  of 
the  testator's  godson  John  Clarke  who  were  living  at 
his  decease,  were  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  testator's 
property  out  of  which  the  fuud  to  answer  the  annnity 
of  150/.  was  directed  to  be  retained,  or  to  that  fund 
only. 

Mr.  Bethel/,  Mr.  Anderdon,  Mr.  Lovat,  Mr.  Willcock, 
Mr.  Calvert  and  Mr.  Addis,  for  the  brothers  and  eister« 
of  the  testator's 'godson,  John  Clarke,  and  parties  who 
claimed  under  them  ;  said  that  the  question  arose  with 
respect  to  a  residue,  and  that  it  was  an  invariable  rule 
in  construing  a  testamentary  instrument,  to  prevent, 
if  possible,  an  intestacy ;  and,  with  that  view,  the  word, 
'  and,'  in  the  first  gift  over  in  the  codicil,  ought  to  be 
read,  '  or,'  so  as  tu  make  that  gift  take  effect  in  the 
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event  of  Caroline  Jane  Fountain  dying  either  in  the  1843. 

lifetime  of  her  mother,  or  without  issue :  that  it  was  ^ 

evident  that  the  testator  considered  that  the  brothers  Clarice 
and  sisters  of  his  godson  would  be  entitled  to  the  whole  ^  ' 
of  his  residue  under  the  first  gift  to  them,  and  that  his 
intention,  in  making  the  subsequent  part  of  his  codicil, 
was  to  secure  an  annuity  to  Elizabeth  Fountain  in  case 
her  daughter  should  die  without  issue  in  her  lifetime ; 
and  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  say  that  he  meant 
to  interfere,  in  the  slightest  degree,  with  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  his  property  which  he  had  previously 
made,  further  than  might  be  requisite  to  effectuate  that 
intention.  Bast  v.  Cook  (a);  Pearsall  v.  Simpson  {b); 
Mackinnon  v.  Sewell  (c). 

Mr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  Cook  appeared  for  the  testator's 
next  of  kin  ;  but. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob,  without  hearing  them, 
said  : 

My  opinion  is  that  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  tes* 
tator*s  godson,  John  Clarke,  are  not  entitled  to  the  resi- 
due of  the  testator's  estate ;  for,  in  the  event  which  has 
happened,  of  Caroline  Jane  Fountain  dying  in  the  life- 
time of  her  mother,  there  is  a  total  absence  of  gift  in 
their  favor.  * 

In  one  event,  namely,  in  case  Caroline  Jane  Fountain 
should  survive  her  mother  and  die  without  having  had 
lawful  issue,  the  testator  gives  the  whole  of  the  residue  to 
the  brothers  and  sisters  of  his  godson  :  but,  in  the  other 
event,  that  is,  in  case  Caroline  Jane  Fountain  should  die 

(a)  2  Vez.  30.  (b)  15  Ves.  23. 

(c)  Ante,  VoL  V.  p.  78. 
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1843. 


Clarke 

V, 

Butler. 


in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother  without  issue,  he  gires 
them  part  of  the  property  only,  and  is  silent  as  to  the 
remainder.  The  consequence  is  that  the  residue,  after 
setting  apart  a  sufficient  part  of  it  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  the  annuity  given  to  Elizabeth  Fountain,  is 
undisposed  of,  and  the  testator's  next  of  kin  are  entitled 
to  it. 


1843: 
fi2d  April. 

* V ' 

Husband  and 

Wife. 

Settlement. 

A  married  wo- 
man, having  a 
life-interest  in 
a  fund,  was 
living  with  and 
was  maintained 
by  her  husband, 
but  out  of  her 
own  income, 
and  in  a  manner 
vciy  inadequate 
to  it ;  and  he 
was  in  very  em- 
barrassed cir- 
cumstances, and 
had  no  means 
of  support  ex- 
cept his  wife's 
income.     The 
Court  neverthe- 
less refused  to 
order  a  portion 
of  it  to  be 
settled  to  her 
separate  use. 


VAUGHAN  V.  BUCK*. 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  a  testators 
estate. 

A  petition  and  a  cross  petition  were  presented  in  the 
suit;  one  by  the  Defendant,  William  James  Buck,  f my' 
ing  that  the  income  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  to 
which  his  wife  was  entitled  for  life,  under  the  will  of  her 
former  husband  (by  whom  she  had  children),  might  be 
paid  to  the  petitioner ;  and  the  other,  by  the  Defendant 
Mrs.  Buck,  praying  that  a  portion  of  the  income  and  of 
the  arrears  of  it  (which  had  been  paid  into  court  under 
the  decree),  might  be  settled  to  her  separate  use. 

Mrs.  Buck^s  petition  was  grounded  on  her  husband's 
having  ill  treated  her  and  maintained  her  in  a  manner 
very  inadequate  to  her  fortune  ;  on  his  being  greatly  in 
debt^  having  no  property  of  his  own,  and  having  had  his 
household  furniture  lately  sold  under  an  execution ;  and 
on  her  belief  that,  if  the  income  and  arrears  were  paid 
to  him,  it  would  be  wasted  and  she  and  her  children  left 
destitute. 

•  Ex  relatione^ 
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Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Rogers  for  William  James  Buck.  1 843. 

* V ' 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Rolt,  for  Mrs.  Buck,  cited  Ball      Vaugiian 
V.  Montgomery  (o),  Beresford  v.  Hobson  (J),  and  Jacobs         ^  '^' 

J  ^  V  l5UCK. 

Y.  Amyatt  (c). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

I  have  no  right  to  interfere,  in  this  case,  with  the  right 
of  the  husband  to  receive  his  wife's  income.  They  are 
living  together,  and  he  is  maintaining  her  as  well  as  he 
can.  Therefore,  I  shall  dismiss  her  petition  and  make 
an  order  according  to  the  prayer  of  her  husband's 
petition  *. 

(a)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  333.  4  Bro.  C.  C.  542.     For  the 

(6)  1  Madd.  362.  judgment,  see  13  Ves,  470, 

(c)  Ibid.  376,  note\  S.  C.      note. 


•  The  above  case  is  reported,  on  appeal  from  the  decree 
at  the  hearing,  in  1  Phillips's  Rep.  75. 
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1843: 

26th  April  and 

4th  June. 

* . ' 

Fendor 

ami  Purchaser. 

Lien. 

A.  agreed  to 
sell  an  estate  to 

B.  for  an  an- 
nuity, and  B. 

was  to  pay  off  a  vive  his  father 

mortgage  to 

which  the  estate  ^^^l  should  pay  oflF  the  mortgage 

was  subject. 


BtJCKLAND  V.  POCKNELL. 

IN  March  1833  Edward  Sawyer^  being  seised  in  fee  of 
an  estate  in  Surrey ^  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  Thonm 
Hammondy  agreed  to  sell  it  to  W.  Pocknell,  subject  to 
tjie  mortgage,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity  of  2001., 
to  be  paid,  by  PochneU,  to  E.  Sawyer,  for  his  life,  and 
of  an  annuity  of  92/.,  to  be  paid,  after  Edward  Sauyer's 
death,  to  his  son  Joshua  Sawyer,  in  case  he  should  sar- 
and  it  was  further  agreed  that  Pock- 


Accordingly, 
B.  executed  a 
deed,  by  which 
he  granted  the 
annuity  to  A. 
and  covenanted 
to  pay  it ;  and. 


The  agreement  was  carried  into  effect  by  the  follow- 
ing deeds. 


By  an  indenture  dated  the  17th  of  July  1833,  and 
-  -  made  between  Pocknell,  of  the  first  part,  E.  Sawyer  of 

of  even  date  but  ^^®  second  part,  and  Joshua  Sawyer  of  the  third  part, 
executed  after     after  reciting  the  agreement,  and  the  payment,  by  Pock- 
nell  to  E.  Sawyer,  of  the  first  quarterly  payment  of  the 
annuity  of  200/.  which  became  due  on  Midsummer- 
day  then  last;  and  that,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  re- 


the  annuity- 
deed,  after  re- 
citing the  agree 
ment  and  the 
annuity-deed, 
A,  and  the 
mortgagee,  in 
pursuance  of 


lease,  the  release  bearing  even  date  with  and  intended 

to  be  executed  immediately  after  the  execution  of  the 

-,  ^      indenture  now  in  statement,  and  to  be  made  between 

the  agreement, 

and  in  considera-   E,  Sawyer  of  the  first  part,   Hammond  of  the  second 
Hon  of  the  an-       p^rt,  Pocknell  of  the  third  part,  and  H.  J.  Turner  of 
^tnso^grcmted    ^^^   fourth   part,   the  estate  would  be  conveyed  and 
as  aforesaid,  and  assured  by  Edward  Sawyer  and  Hammond  to  Pocknell, 
of  the  payment 
of  the  mortgage- 
money,  conveyed  the  estate   to   B.     The   annuity,   afterwards, 
became  in  arrcar. — Held  that  A,  had  no  lien  on  the  estate  for  the 
annuity. 
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his  heirs,  appointees  and  assigns:  It  was  witnessed 
that^  in  pursuance  and  part  performance  of  the  con- 
tract^ and  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of 
the  conveyance  of  the  estate  to  Pocknell,  Pocknell 
granted  to  Edward  Sawyer  an  annuity  of  200  /.  for  his 
life :  and  in  further  pursuance  and  perfonnance  of  the 
contract,  and  for  the  considerations  aforesaid^  Pocknell 
granted  an  annuity  of  92  /.  to  Joshua  Sawyer  for  his 
life,  in  the  event  of  his  surviving  Edward  Sawyer :  and 
Pocknelly  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, covenanted  with  Edward  and  Joshua  Sawyer, 
and  each  of  them,  and  their  respective  executors  and 
administrators,  to  pay,  to  Edward  Sawyer,  the  annuity 
of  200/.,  and,  to  Joshua  Sawyer,  the  annuity  of  92/., 
in  the  event  before  mentioned. 


1843. 

BUCKLAND 

r. 

POCKNXLL* 


By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  of  the  16th  and 
17th  of  July  1833,  being  the  indentures  referred  to  in 
the  foregoing  deed,  after  reciting  the  conveyance  of  the 
estate  to  E.  Sawyer,  dated  in  June  1823,  the  mort- 
gage of  it  to  Hammond,  and  the  agreement  with  Pock' 
nell;  and  that  Pocknell,  in  pursuance  and  performance 
of  that  agreement,  had,  by  an  indenture  of  even  date, 
granted  the  annuities  as  before  mentioned;  and  that 
Pocknell,  being  prepared  to  pay  off  the  mortgage, 
had  requested  E.  Sawyer  and  Hammond  to  convey  the 
estate  to  the  uses  and  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  ex* 
pressed:  It  was  witnessed  that,  in  further  pursuance 
and  performance  of  the  agreement,  and  in  considera- 
tion of  the  premises  and  of  the  several  annuities  of 
200  L  and  92  /•  having  been  so  granted  by  Pocknell  as 
thereinbefore  recited,  and  in  consideration  of  the  pay- 
ment thereinafter  mentioned  to  be  made  by  Pocknell  to 
Hammond,  in  discharge  of  the  mortgage;  E.  Satvyer 
and  Hammond  conveyed  the  estate  to  Pocknell  anci 
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' V ' 

BUCKLAKD 

V. 
POCKNXLL. 
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to   Turner,  his  trustee,  in  the  usual  manner  to  bar 
dower. 

Edward  Sawyer  died  some  time  before  the  10th  of 
June  1840.  On  that  day,  Joshua  Sawyer  assigned  his 
annuity  to  T.  Buckland;  and  the  annuity  haying  after- 
wards become  in  arrear,  the  bill  was  filed  by  BnckJani 
and  Joshua  Sawyer  against  PockneU  and  two  other 
persons  named  Brady  and  Perks  (who  had  acquired  an 
interest  in  the  estate  through  him),  claiming,  in  effect, 
to  have  a  lien  on  the  estate  for  the  annuity,  and  seek- 
ing to  have  the  arrears  of  it  raised  and  paid  out  of  the 
estate. 

Brady  and  Perks  put  in  a  general  demurrer  for  want 
of  equity. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  said  that  neither  Joshua  Sawyer  nor  any  person 
claiming  through  or  under  him,  could,  by  any  possibi- 
lity, have  a  lien  on  the  estate ;  for  he  was  not  the  Tender 
of  it,  nor  had  he  ever  any  interest  in  it :  that  the  grant 
of  the  annuities  did  not  make  them  issuable  out  of,  or 
charge  them  in  any  manner  upon  the  estate,  but  was 
a  mere  personal  contract,  by  PockneU,  to  pay  the  an- 
nuities.— [The  Vice-chancellor  \  It  is  a  covenant,  with 
Edward  and  Joshua  Sawyer,  to  pay  one  annuity  to  o^e 
of  them,  and  the  other  annuity  to  the  other  of  them.]— 
Joshua  Sawyer  was  not  even  a  party  to  the  conveyance 
to  PocknelL     Clarke  v.  Royle  (a). 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Bilton,  in  support  of  the 
bill: 

The  case  of  Clarke  v.  Royle  is  plainly  distinguishable 
(a)  Ante,  Vol.  III.  p.  499. 
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from  the  present.  The  question  there  arose  not  with 
respect  to  the  annuity,  but  with  respect  to  the  3,000  /. 
The  payment  of  that  sum  was  dependent  on  the  hap- 
pening of  a  contingent  event;  and,  therefore,  there 
could  be  no  lien  for  it.  If  I  sell  my  estate  for  a  con- 
tingent payment,  I  am  content  to  part  with  it,  expect- 
ing the  happening  of  the  contingency.  The  right  to 
purchase-money  is,  in  general  cases,  immediate:  an 
obligation  which  is  to  be  created  on  the  happening  of 
a  fortuitous  event,  can  not  create  any  lien.  There  is 
another  important  distinction  between  this  case  and 
Clarke  v.  Royk.  It  appears,  from  the  articles  of  agree- 
ment, that  E.  Sawyer  contracted  to  sell  the  estate  in 
consideration  of  the  annuities ;  but,  in  Clarke  v.  Royle, 
the  consideration  was  the  covenants  to  pay  the  annuity 
and  the  3,000/.;  consequently,  when  the  vendor  had 
gotten  the  covenants,  he  had  received  the  consideration. 
Although  the  conveyance  to  Pocknell  recites  that  the 
estate  was  sold  to  him  in  consideration  of  the  annuities, 
it  does  not  mention  that  the  annuities  were  secured  in 
the  manner  in  which  they  have  been  secured.  There- 
fore, the  conveyance  annexes  the  annuities  inseparably 
to  the  estate.  When  the  purchaser  agreed  to  pay  the 
annuities,  he  did  nothing  more  than  contract  to  pay  the 
purchase-money  by  instalments.  And  if  there  is  any 
weight  in  the  objection  that  the  annuity  in  respect  of 
which  the  bill  is  filed,  is  payable,  not  to  the  vendor  but 
to  a  third  person,  then  a  vendor  could  not  transfer  his 
lien.  If  I  sell  my  estate  for  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid 
to  A.  B.,  then  A.  B.  will  have  a  lien  on  the  estate  for 
the  money.  Winter  v.  Lord  Anson  (Jb) ;  Tardiffe  v. 
Scrughan  (c) ;  Sugden  on  Vendors,  vol.  3,  p.  197  et  seq. 
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Buck LAND 

V, 

Pocknell. 


(6)  3  Russ.  488. 


(c)  1  Bro.  €•  C.  423,  cited. 
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Mr.  Stuart,  in  reply,  cited  Parrott  v.  Sfoeetlandii)^ 
and  added  that  the  decision  in  Winter  v.  Lord  AnfoHj 
was  appealed  from  to  the  House  of  Lords,  but  the  pw^ 
ties  afterwards  came  to  a  compromise. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
I  have  read  over  all  the  cases  which,  I  believe,  relate 
to  this  matter,  and  I  have  considered  very  particularly 
the  recitals  and  other  contents  of  the  two  deeds ;  and 
my  opinion  is  that  the  demurret  for  want  of  equity  mast 
be  allowed. 

Lord  Eldon,  in  the  case  of  Mackreth  v.  Symmom  («), 
went  very  particularly  and  minutely  through  all  the 
cases  which,  I  believe,  are  to  be  found  on  the  subject 
up  to  that  time;  and,  after  having  cited  all  of  them 
except  Hughes  v.  Kearney,  he  concludes  in  this  manner: 
"  In  the  case  of  Hughes  v.  Kearney,  Lord  Redesdale 
states  the  doctrine :  and  the  proposition  is  not  merely 
that  the  vendor  might  have  security,  but  that  he  relied 
upon  it :  and  a  note  or  bills  are  considered,  not  as  t 
security,  but  as  a  mode  of  payment.  From  all  these 
authorities  the  inference  is,  first  that,  generally  speak- 
ing, there  is  such  a  lien :  secondly,  that,  in  those 
general  cases  in  which  there  would  be  the  lien  as  be- 
tween vendor  and  vendee,  the  vendor  will  have  the  lien 
against  a  third  person  who  had  notice  that  the  mcmej 
was  not  paid." 

My  Lord  Eldon  uses  the  expression  that  the  lien  is 
given  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  truth  and  justice 
of  the  case. 


(d)  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  655.  (e)  15  Ves.  349- 
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Where  the  consideration  is  to  be  money  paid  down^ 
and  the  money,  in  fact,  is  not  paid^  but  a  conveyance  is 
made  as  if  it  had  been  paid,  and  that  is  all ;  or,  if  there 
be,  in  addition  to  it,  the  giving  merely  of  a  note  or  bond, 
still,  in  substance,  the  vendor  has  not  that  which^  in 
point  of  justice,  he  ought  to  have ;  and  therefore  a  court 
of  equity  considers  the  holder  of  the  land  by  means  of 
t)ie  conveyance,  as  a  trustee  of  the  money  for  the  vendor, 
which  is  to  be  made  good  out  of  the  land  itself:  because 
the  land  never  would  have  been  parted  with,  but  for  the 
sake  of  the  money. 


1843 

BUCKLANO 
PoGKMfiLL. 


Now,  in  this  particular  case  the  question  is  whether 
)t  does  not  appear,  on  the  face  of  the  deeds,  that  the 
party  who  contracted  to  sell  the  land^  that  is,  Edward 
Sawyer,  has  got  that  which  he  contracted  to  have. 
Adverting  to  the  mode  in  which  the  conveyances  are 
made,  my  opinion  is  that  it  would  be  quite  wrong,  be- 
cause it  would  be  contrary  to  what  appears  to  have  been 
the  agreement  of  the  parties,  to  hold  that,  after  the  deeds 
were  executed,  any  lien  remained  for  the  annuities.  As 
there  was  a  separate  instrument,  which  was  executed 
first,  which  contained  a  distinct  grant  of  the  two  annui- 
ties and  covenants  for  payment  of  them ;  and  as  the 
conveyance  was  made,  expressly,  in  consideration  of  that 
(deed ;  and  as  it  was  part  of  theexpress  stipulation  that  the 
mortgage  money  should  be  paid  off,  and,  consequently, 
that  the  mortgagee  should  convey  his  legal  estate  to  the 
purchaser,  it  would  be  quite  inconsistent  with  the  mode 
in  which  the  parties  have  dealt,  to  say  that  there  is  still 
an  ulterior,  latent  equity  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
annuity  in  a  tnanner  in  which  neither  party  ever  thought 
that  it  was  to  be  secured  ;  and  it  is  evident  that  they 
did  not  think  that  it  was  to  be  so  secured,  from  their 
having  taken  a  specific  security  for  it 
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BlTCKLAKD 

V, 
POCKRBLL. 


In  the  case  of  Parrott  v.  Sweetland,  which  came  be- 
fore me  and  Mr.  Justice  Boxanquet  when  we  had  the 
honour  of  being  the  Commissioners  of  the  Great  Seal, 
we  affirmed  the  judgment  of  Sir  John  Leach,  in  a  case 
where  the  course  of  the  transaction  showed  that  the  party 
had  got  that  for  which  he  bargained. 


I  do  not  take  any  notice  of  the  case  of  Clarke  ▼.  Rayk. 
It  was  a  case  peculiar  to  itself.  1  mention  it  only  becauM 
I  see  it  stated  in  the  report  that  I  said  :  ''  It  appears  to 
me  that  Lord  Eldon,  in  Mackreth  v.  Symmans,  expressly 
over-ruled  the  decision  in  Tardiffe  v.  ScrughanJ*  Now 
I  think  that  if  that  were  said,  in  those  very  terms,  it  was 
said  too  strongly ;  because  it  cannot  be  said  that  mj 
Lord  Eldon did  over-rule  Tardifey.  Scrughan;  ahhoi^ 
I  think  that  it  may  be  fairly  inferred,  from  the  remaiks 
that  he  made  upon  that  case  in  his  judgment  in  Madr 
reth  V.  SymmofUjihdX  he  was  not  satisfied  with  the  deci- 
sion in  all  its  parts.  He  shows,  as  it  strikes  me,  an  incli- 
nation to  criticise  it,  and  to  escape  from  it  if  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  before  him  would  allow  him  to  do  so. 
But  I  do  not  wish  it  to  be  understood  to  be  my  opinioo 
that  he  over-ruled  it  point  blank. 


With  regard  to  the  case  now  before  me,  my  opinioo 
is,  for  the  reasons  that  I  have  stated,  that  the  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity,  must  be  allowed. 
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FLIGHT  V.  CAMAC.  1843: 

28th  April. 

1  HIS  was  a  foreclosure  suit*  „     ,. 

Practice. 

Fro  confeuo* 

One  of  the  Defendants,  the  mortgagor,  was  out  of  the  

jurisdiction,  and  the  bill  prayed  for  a  subpoena  against  ajrainst  whom  a 
him  when  he  should  come  within  the  jurisdiction.     The  subpcena  was 

cause,  however,  came  on  to  be  heard  before  he  came  P7"^fr       " 
'  '  should  come 

withm  the  junsdiction :  and,  on  within  the  ju« 

risdiction,  re- 
Mr.  Siuari,  for  the  Plaintiff,  proposing  to  take  the  mwned  out  of 
1-11  /•  •     .  1--       xi-    V>     •  X  J       thejuriadictiott 

bill  pro  coiifesso  agamst  him,  the  Registrar  expressed  a  ^^  ^^^  hearing 

doubt  as  to  whether  the  bill  could  be  taken  pro  confesso  of  the  cause.— 
against  the  Defendant,  as  the  bill  prayed  for  a  subpoena  P^     f  ravine 
against  him  when  he  should  come  within  the  jurisdic-  the  subpoena, 
tion,  was  no  objection 

to  the  bill  being 
taken  pro  con' 
The  Vice-chancellor y  however,  ruled  that  the  form  of /esso  against 

praying  the  subpoena  was  no  objection,  and  made  the 
order*. 

Mr.  Wood,  Mr.  Parry,  Mr.  Pole  and  Mr.  Barrett 
were  also  counsel  in  the  cause. 


♦  See  ante,  p.  32. 
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s8th  April. 


OAKES  V.  STRACHEY. 


Will. 

Construction, 

Specific 

legacy. 

A  testator 
having  three 
and  a  half  per 
cents,  East 
India  stock, 
Danish  bonds, 
and  other  pro- 
perty, be- 


ThOMAS  ALEXANDER  Oil X£S  made  his  will 
dated  the  15th  February  1840,  as  follows :  *^  After  pay- 
ment of  my  debtSy  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  wife, 
during  her  life  or  until  she  marry  again,  the  interest  of 
all  the  money  I  have  or  may  possess  in  the  funds  or  other 
securities.  And,  further,  I  bequeath  to  my  wife,  the  in- 
terest of  any  other  property  I  do  or  may  possess,  to  be 
enjoyed  by  her  so  long  as  she  remains  single,  for  the 
maintenance  of  herself  and  the  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion of  our  five  children.  On  the  death  or  marriage  of 
S^r^d^'*^  **'*  my  wife,  I  will  that  aU  the  interest  of  my  property  be 
her  widowhood,  I'^served  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  my  be- 
the  interest  of  fore-mentioned  children,  and  that  any  surplus  interest 
had  or'roieh't  ^^^^  ^^^  remain  after  paying  for  the  maintenance  and 
possess  in  the      education  of  the  children,  be  added  to  the  principal  sum 

funds  or  other      j  ^^y  i^ave.  and  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  five 

securities :  .  . 

«*  And  1  further  children,  until  they  shall,  respectively,  become  of  age; 

bequeath,  to  my  at  which  time  I  bequeath  &c."  (The  testator  then  gave 
wife,  the  inte-  ^  qqq/  ^^  ^^^^  of  bis  three  daughters.)  "  After  deduct- 
ing the  above  18,000/.  from  the  principal  sum  from  which 
the  interest  above  disposed  of*  is  derived,  I  bequeath  to 
my  eldest  son  three-fifths  of  the  residue  of  my  whole 
property,  and  to  my  youngest  son,  the  remaining  two- 
fifths  of  m^  j?rop^;7y.  In  the  event  of  my  wife  remain- 
testator's  widow  ing  single,  the  whole  of  the  interest  of  my  property  will 
wasentitled,  as  \^q  ^^  {^^p  disposal  during:  her  life,  and,  consequently, 
agamst  the  resi-       ,         ^         ^  .  •      .1       j-  •  •  r  *.. 

duary  legatees,    ui^»css  she  marries  again,  the  division  of  my  propertf 

to  enjoy,  in         above  alluded  to,  will  not  take  place  until  after  her  de- 
speciCf  every 

portion  of  her  husband's  property  which  came  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  money  in  the  funds  or  other  property,  and,  consequently, 
his  three  and  a  half  per  cents,  East  India  stock  and  Danish  bonds. 


rest  of  any 
other  property 
I  do  or  may 
possess,  to  be 
enjoyed  by  her 
so  Jong  as  she 
remains  single.'' 
Held  that  the 


Oake$ 
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mise.     In  the  event  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children^  1 843. 

then  the  amount  which  the  deceased  child  would  have 
been  entitled  tO|  will  be  added  to  the  principal  and  dis- 
posed of  as  above  specified.  Should  my  wife  marry  « 
again^  then  the  shares  of  my  property  bequeathed  as  above 
to  my  five  children,  are  to  be  paid  to  them  on  their 
becoming  respectively  of  age."  The  testator  concluded 
the  disposition  of  his  property,  by  giving  his  wine,  fur- 
niture, jewels  and  plate  to  his  wife  absolutely,  and  his 
books  to  his  eldest  son. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  for  further  directions,  it 
speared  that  the  testator's  property  consisted,  partly,  of 
2,100  /.  three  and  a  half  per  cents,  3,000  /.  East  India 
stock,  thirty-one  Danish  bonds  for  sums  amounting 
together  to  8,800  /.,  three  shares  in  the  Madras  Com- 
prehensive Steam  Company,  and  sums  of  rupees  due  to 
him  from  different  persons. 

The  question  was  whether  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
enjoy  any  ])art  of  the  property  in  specie,  or  whether  the 
whole  of  it  ought  not  to  be  converted  into  three  per 
cents,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Bu$h  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the 
residuary  legatees,  said  that  the  testator  commenced  his 
will  by  directing  his  debts  to  be  paid,  and  that  the  sub- 
Bequeut  bequests  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a 
general  disposition  of  all  his  property  after  payment  of 
his  debts :  that  he  had  used  the  words, ''  funds  and  secu- 
rities," once  only  throughout  his  will ;  that,  in  all  the 
subsequent  sentences,  he  used  either  the  term  *'  pro- 
perty/' or  '*  principal  sum,"  without  even  once  alluding 
to  funds  or  securities:  that  he  considered  the  word, 
"  property,"  to  include  every  thing  he  possessed ;  and 
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Oakes 

V. 

Strachet. 


1843.  his  using  the  term,  '^  principal  sum/'  showed  that  what 

he  had  in  view  was  a  sum  producing  interest:  that 
there  was  nothing,  in  any  part  of  the  will  except  the 
concluding  bequest,  which  tended  to  show  that  he  had 
in  view  the  enjoyment,  in  specie,  of  any  portion  of  his 
property:  that,  in  that  bequest,  he  mentioned,  spe- 
cifically, the  parts  of  his  property  which  he  meant 
his  widow  to  enjoy  in  specie;  and,  therefore,  it  was  but 
reasonable  to  conclude  that,  if  he  had  intended  her  to 
enjoy  his  funds  and  securities  in  like  manner,  he  would 
have  mentioned  what  those  funds  and  securities  were: 
that  the  Court  ought  not  to  deviate  from  its  general 
practice  on  slight  grounds ;  and  that,  taking  the  whole 
of  the  vnll  together,  there  was  not  a  sufficient  indicar 
tion  of  intention  to  warrant  the  Court  in  departing 
from  it,  in  the  present  case.  Mills  y.  Mills  {a); 
Alcock  V.  Sloper(b);  Benn  v.  Dixon(<c);  Lichfield  1. 
Baker  (d). 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Shadwell  appeared  for  the 
widow. 

Mr.  Murray  for  the  daughters,  and 

Mr.  Chambers^  for  the  executors  of  the  testator. 

The  Vice-Chancellob,  after  hearing  the  Plain- 
tifi*'s  counsel,  said : 

The  testator  gives  to  his  wife,  as  one  thing,  the  in* 
terest  of  all  the  money  he  had  or  might  possess  in  the 
funds  or  other  securities.  Then  he  says :  "  And  further 
I  bequeath  to  my  wife  the  interest  of  any  other  property 
I  do  or  may  possess."    So  that  he  makes  a  distinction 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  VH.  p.  501.  {c)  Aide,  Vol.  X.  p.  C36. 

(,6)  i  Myl.  &  Keen,  (><j9.  \d)  a  Beav.  481. 
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between  his  money  in  the  funds  or  other  securities,  and 
his,  *  other  property.'  If  he  did  not  mean  to  make  any 
distinction  between  them,  why  did  he  use  the  words  of 
gift  more  than  once :  why  did  he  repeat  them :  why 
did  he  not  give  his  wife,  at  once,  the  interest  of  all  his 
property? 

I  am  unable  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Vaughan 
V.  Buckf  which  came  before  me  about  two  years  ago, 
and  in  which  I  held  that  the  testator's  widow  was  not 
entitled  to  the  specific  enjoyment  of  certain  sums  of 
stock  and  other  articles  of  property  particularly  men- 
tioned and  bequeathed  to  her  by  her  husband.  The 
Lord  Chancellor y  however,  difiered  from  me  and  reversed 
my  decree  (/)• 

The  difference  between  this  case  and  the  case  of 
Mills  v.  Millsj  is  that,  in  this  case,  the  testator  gives 
to  his  wife,  the  interest  of  all  his  money  in  the  funds 
or  other  securities,  in  one  sentence;    and  then  gives 
her  the  interest  of  his  other  property,  in  another  sen- 
tence.    Whereas,  in  MiUs  v.  MilUy  the  income  of  the 
whole   of  the  testator's   property,  was  given  in  one 
sentence.     I  say  the  whole  of  his  property,  because, 
though   the  gifl  was   apparently  specific,   it  was,  in 
reality,  nothing  more  than  a  description  of  the  whole  of 
the  testator's  property  by  a  long  enumeration  of  the 
particulars  of  which  it  consisted. 

My  opinion  is  that,  according  to  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  will  in  this  case,  the  testator's  widow  is 
entitled  to  enjoy,  in  specie,  every  portion  of  the  testator's 
property  which  comes  within  the  description  of  money 
in  the  funds  or  other  securities. 


1843. 

' V ' 

Oakes 

V. 

Stracdey. 


(/)  Tliis  case  is  now  reported  by  Mr.  Phillips^  vol.  i.  p.  75. 
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1 843.  Declare  that  the  testator's  three  and  a  half  per  cents, 

*        "^        '     iMsi  India  stock  and  Danish  bonds  ought  to  remain 

Oak£s         unsold,  and  that  his  widow  is  entitled  to  receive  the 

dividends  and  interest  of  them  so  long  as  she  remains 
Strachey.  ,  ^^ 

single. 


1843:  PARKER  V.  GOLDINQ. 
28th  April  and 

i8t  May,  John  BULLIVANT,  by  his  will  dated  the  19th 

of  December  1832,  directed   William  Parker  and  Aln- 

Vesting.  ander  Davidson^  who  were  the  trustees  and  executors 

WilL  of  his  will :  "  To  fund  the  sum  of  600  Z.,  and  apply  the 

^^^^      '**  interest  thereof  for  the  education  and  maintenance  of 

Testator  direct-  Sarah  the  daughter  of  my  late  dear  daughter,  Sarak 

cd  his  trustees  £axton,  until  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-owe 

to  pay  the  inte-  ',            ,          .,,         ,^..             ^    . 

rest  of  2,500/.  years,  and  then  to  be  entitled  to  the  prmcipal ;  but,  in 

to  his  daughter  the  event  of  her  death  before  she  shall  attain  twenty- 
separate  use  ^"^'  ^^^^  ^^^  principal  sum  of  600  /.  to  return  to  my 
and,  after  her  estate,  and  be  equally  divided  amongst  all  my  dear 
death,  for  the  children  then  living,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions, 
all  her  children  and  not  subject  to  their  respective  husbands  in  any 
until  they  should  manner.  I  hereby  authorize  and  direct  the  said  Wll- 
one,midThen^hc  ^^"^  Parker  and  Alexander  Davidson  to  collect,  get  in, 
principal  to  be  receive  and  fund  the  sum  of  2,500  /.,  and  pay  the  inte- 
equally  divided  ^^^^  thereof  unto  my  dear  daughter,  Susannah  WilUanis, 
amongst  her  ,  ,  .  ,  r 
said  children ;  ^^^  and  during  her  life,  to  and  for  her  own  separate  use 

and,  if  his  and  benefit,  and  not  subject  to  the  debts  or  CQ&trol  of 

die  without  ^^^  husband;  and,  from  and  after  her  decease,  to  and 

leaving  a  child,  for  the  education,  maintenance  and  suppoit  of  all  bcr 
then  that  the 
principal  should 

be  divided  amongst  all  his  own  children  then  living.  '1  he  daughter 
had  children,  but  they  all  died  under  twenty-one. — Held,  never- 
theless, that  the  legacy  vested  in  them. 
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children^  until  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  1843. 

fears,  and  then  the  principal  to  be  equally  divided 
eimongst  her  said  children :  and,  if  my  dear  daughter 
should  depart  this  life  without  leaving  any  child  or  Golding 
children,  I  hereby  direct  that  the  said  principal  sum 
ihall  be  equally  divided  amongst  all  my  dear  children 
then  living,  and  not  subject  to  the  debts  or  control  of 
any  husband:  And  I  also  hereby  direct  the  said  TF. 
Parker  and  A.  Davidson  to  lay  out  and  fund  the  sum 
of  2,600  /.,  and  pay  the  interest  thereof  unto  my  dear 
daughter,  Elizabeth  Golding,  for  and  during  her  life,  to 
and  for  her  own  separate  use  and  benefit,  and  not  subject 
to  the  debts  or  control  of  any  husband ;  and,  from  and 
after  her  decease,  to  and  for  the  education,  maintenance 
and  support  of  all  her  children  until  they  shall  attain  the 
oge  of  twenty^tie  years,  and  then  ttie  principal  to  be 
equally  divided  amongst  her  said  children ;  and,  if  my 
dear  daughter,  Elizabeth,  should  depart  this  life  with- 
out leaving  any  child  or  children,  I  hereby  direct  that 
the  said  principal  sum  shall  be  equally  divided  amongst 
all  my  said  dear  children  then  living,  and  not  subject 
to  the  debts  or  control  of  any  husband :  And,  as  to  all 
the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  estate  and  effects, 
of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  and  wheresoever,  I  give 
and  bequeath  the  same  and  every  part  thereof  unto  my 
dear  children,  Susannah,  Elizabeth  and  William,  in 
equal  shares  and  proportions,  and  not  subject  to  the 
debts  or  control  of  their  husbands/' 

The  testator  died  in  December  1882.  The  trustees  and 
executors  invested  2,500  /.  in  the  purchase  of  2,836  /. 
three  per  cents,  and  paid  the  dividends  to  the  testator's 
daughter  Elizabeth,  who  was  the  wife  of  the  Defendant 
William  Henry  Golding,  during  her  life.  She  died  in 
June  1835,  having  had  two  children,  both  of  whom 
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died  infants,  the  elder,  in  her  lifetime,  and  the  youngeip 
in  October  1841.  William  Henry  Golding^  their  father, 
was  their  administrator,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled,  as 
such,  to  the  2,835 1  stock :  and  the  Defendants  WilUam. 
BuUivant  and  Susannah,  the  wife  of  the  Defendant 
Samuel  Williams  the  younger,  who  were  the  sunriviog 
children  of  the  testator,  also  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  same  sum. 

The  bill  prayed  the  Court  to  declare  who  was  or  were 
the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  the  fund  and  in  what 
shares  and  proportions,  according  to  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  will. 


The  Defendants  WiUiams  and  wife,  by  their  answer, 
submitted  that  the  fund  was  divisible  between  Susamiak 
Williams  and  William  BulUvant  in  equal  moieties,  or, 
if  not,  that  Susannah  Williams  and  WUliam  BulUwul 
were  each  of  them  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  fiiod 
under  the  residuary  bequest  in  the  will. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Metcalfe  appeared  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  the  executors  and  trustees. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Tennant  for  William  BuUivant, 
and 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Faber  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  IFt/- 
liams,  said  that  the  gift  of  the  principal  of  the  2,500/., 
was  distinct  from  the  gift  of  the  interest ;  and  that  there 
was  no  gift  of  the  principal  to  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Golding  until  the  period  of  division,  which  was  their 
attaining  twenty-one ;  and,  as  neither  of  them  attained 
that  age,  the  principal  did  not  vest  in  either  of  them. 
Batsford  Y.  KebbelUa);   Wadley  y.  North  (6);  Sains- 

(a)  3  Vea.  363*  (0  ^^id.  364. 
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hury  V.  Read  (c);  Skey  t.  Barnes  (d) ;  and  Hanson  v. 
Grraham  (e). 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr,  Shapter^  for  the  Defendant 
Golding,  relied  on  the  interest  of  the  legacy  being  given 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  children,  and  on  the  gift 
over  being  to  take  effect  in  case  Elizabeth  Golding 
should  die  without  leaving  any  child  or  children,  and 
not  in  case  she  should  die  without  leaving  any  child 
who  should  attain  twenty-one :  and  they  cited  Lister  v. 
Bradley  if). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  was,  at  first,  inclined  to  hold 
that  the  legacy  was  contingent  on  the  children  attaining 
twenty-one,  on  the  ground  that,  though  the  gift  of  the 
interest  of  a  legacy  had  the  effect  of  vesting  the  prin- 
cipal, where  there  was  a  gift  of  the  principal  inde- 
pendent of  the  direction  to  pay  it ;  yet  it  had  not  that 
effect  where,  as  in  the  case  before  him,  there  was  no  gift 
of  the  principal  except  in  the  direction  to  divide  it.  His 
Honor,  however,  said  that  he  would  consider  the  case, 
and,  ultimately,  held  that,  according  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will,  the  interest  and  the  principal  of 
the  legacy  in  question,  must  be  taken  to  be  given  toge- 
ther, and  that  the  case  fell  within  Fonnereau  v.  Fonne- 
reau  (g),  and  Hoath  v.  Hoath  (A) :  and  he  declared  that 
Henry  W.  Golding,  as  the  administrator  of  his  children, 
was  entitled  to  the  legacy. 

(c)  12  Ves.  75.    See  p.  78.  (g)  3  Atk.  645  and  1  Vez. 

(rf)  3  Men  335.     See  p.  118. 

343.  (*)  2   Bro.  C.  C.  3.     See 

(e)  6  Ves.   239.      See  p.  1  Roper  on  Legacies,  fVhite's 

349.  edit.  p.  494  et  seq. 

(J')  I  Hare,  10. 
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1843:  AUTHER  V.  AUTHER. 

ist  &  id  May. 

Leg^y^      Benjamin  auther,  by  his  win  dated  *« 

IvilL  15th  February  1827,  disposed  of  his  property  in  the 

Construction,     following  words : 

A  legacy  of 

10,000/.  con-  '^  I  hereby  direct  my  executrix  and  executor  herein- 

soU,  '*  now  j^f^gj.  named,  by  and  out  of  my  funded  estate  or  pro- 

standing  m  my  ,    ^  _  •'  "^  ,    „       1 

name,"  held        P^^ty,  or  such  of  my  estate  and  property  as  shally  at  toe 

from  the  con-  time  of  my  decease,  be  funded,  to  pay  aiid  satisfy  the 
noTto^be^s^^*'  ®"™  ^^  2,000/.  to  my  wife,  Margaret  AutAer,  as  soon 
cific.  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  decease :  I  give  aod 

bequeath,  to  my  said  wife,  all  my  household  fumitare 
and  effects,  plate,  jewels,  linen  and  china,  wine,  beer 
and  other  liquors,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  and  absolute 
use  and  benefit.  All  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of 
my  real  and  personal  estate,  effects,  and  property  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  oato 
my  said  wife,  and  my  friend,  the  Rev.  Joseph  Douion,  iipoa 
the  trusts  and  to  and  for  the  ends,  intents  and  parpoMi 
hereinafter  mentioned,  expressed  and  declared  of  and 
concerning  the  same ;  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  to  col- 
lect, get  in  and  receive  all  debts  and  sum  and  sums  of 
money  which  shall  be  due,  owing  or  belonging  to  ne 
at  the  time  of  my  decease  and  not  vested  in  or  secured 
upon  Government  or  real  security,  and  to  do  all  such 
acts  as  may  be  necessary  for  vesting  in  them,  my  said 
trustees,  all  monies  due,  owing,  or  belonging  to  me  at 
the  time  of  my  decease,  which  shall  or  may  be  then  in- 
vested upon  Government  or  real  security ;  and  when, 
and  from  time  to  time  so  soon  as  such  debt  or  debts, 


AUTHER 
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sum  or  sums  of  money  first  mentioned,  shall  be  got  in  1843. 

and  received,  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same,  or  so 
much  and  such  part  thereof  as  shall  not  be  otherwise 
required  for  the  purposes  of  this  my  will,  upon  Govern-  .  t'ukr 
ment  or  real  security,  in  the  names  or  name  of  them 
my  said  trustees  above  named.  And  further,  that  they, 
my  said  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  do 
and  shall,  by  and  out  of  the  monies  so  as  aforesaid  or 
otherwise  to  come  to  their,  his  or  her  hands  or  hand,  in 
the  first  place,  fully  pay  and  satisfy  all  my  just  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  the  expenses 
they  respectively  may  be  put  to  or  occasioned  in  the 
execution  of  this  my  will ;  and,  after  full  payment  and 
satisfaction  thereof,  and,  as  to  my  estate  and  property 
unfunded,  if  that  shall  be  sufficient,  and  if  not,  then, 
as  to  my  general  personal  estate,  subject  thereto*; 
and,  as  to  my  funded  estate  and  property,  subject  to 
the  aforesaid  sum  of  2,000  /.  sterling,  then,  upon  fur- 
ther trust,  that  the  said  trustees  do  and  shall  stand  and 
be  seised  and  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  rest, 
residue  and  remainder  of  my  said  estate,  effects  and 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  upon  trust  to  pay, 
to  my  said  wife,  the  rents,  interest,  dividends,  proceeds 
and  profits  of  all  such  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my 
said  estate,  effects  and  property  (except  the  sum  of 
10,000  /.  consols  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  the  interest, 
dividends,  proceeds  and  profits  of  the  said  10,000/. 
consols,  subject  only  to  the  disposition  of  the  same 
hereinafter  contained),  for  and  during  the  natural  life  of 
my  said  wife. 

"  And  upon  further  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  inte- 
rest, dividends,  profits  and  proceeds  of  the  sum  of 
10,000/.  consols,  now  standing  in  my  name  in  the  books 

•  Sic  in  brief  and  copy  will. 
Vol.  XIII.  G  G 
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of  the  governor  and  company  of  the  Bank  of  JSngland, 
for  and  towards  the  maintenance,  educatioo,  and  sup- 
port of  my  adopted  nephew,  Joseph  Duncan  Cork^  for 
and  during  the  natural  life  of  my  said  wife ;  and,  after 
the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  in  case  the  aaid  Jotepk 
Duncan  Cork  shall  not  then  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  then  to  pay  and  apply  such  interest, 
dividends,  profits  and  proceeds  to  and  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid  until  he  shall  attain  such  age ;  and,  from  and 
immediately  afler  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  in  case  the 
said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork  shall  then  have  attained  his 
aforesaid  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  if  not,  then  and 
when  so  soon  as  he  shall  attain  that  age,  to  pay,  apply, 
and  transfer,  unto  the  said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork,  the  said 
principal  sum  of  10,000/.  consols,  to  and  for  his  own 
absolute  use  and  benefit :  and  I  do  direct  and  empower 
my  said  wife  and  the  said  Joseph  Douton,  in  case  the 
said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork  shall  not  conduct  himself  with 
propriety  and  to  the  joint  satisfaction  of  my  said  wife 
and  the  said  Joseph  Douton,  in  the  stead  and  lieu  of  the 
interest  of  the  said  principal  sum  of  10,000/.  consols,  to 
pay  and  apply  for  and  towards  the  maintenance  and 
education  and  support  of  the  said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork, 
the  sum  of  one  guinea  weekly  and  every  week  until  the 
decease  of  my  said  wife  or  his  attaining  the  aforesaid 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  which  shall  last  happen. 


"  And  upon  further  trust  that  the  said  trustees  for  the 
time  being  of  this  my  will,  shall  and  do,  from  and  imme- 
diately after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  stand  and  \n 
possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  further  sum  of  10,000t 
consols,  now  standing  and  being  in  my  name  in  the  books 
of  the  governor  and  company  of  the  Bank  of  EnglaMi, 
upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  interest,  dividends, 
proceeds  and  profits  there^^f,  to  and  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork  or  his  assigns, 
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for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life ;  and,  from  1B43. 

and  immediately  after  his  decease^  upon  trust  to  pay  and  "        ' 

divide  the  said  principal  sum  of  10^000/.  consols,  or  the  Autuer 

stocks,  funds  and  securities  wherein  or  whereon  the  same  .     ^' 

AllTllER* 

shall  or  may  be  then  invested,  between  and  amongst  all 
and  every  the  children  of  the  said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork, 
who  shall  be  then  living,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them 
as  shall  be  then  dead^  such  issue  to  taike  per  stirpes,  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions, 
the  shares  and  proportions  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be 
a  son  or  sons,  to  be  paid  respectively  on  their  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  a  daughter  or  daughtera,  on  their  respectively 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  day  or  days  of 
marriage  ;  and,  in  case  any  of  such  children  of  the  said 
Joseph  Duncan  Cork,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  depart 
this  life  without  leaving  lawful  issue  living  at  the  time 
of  the  decease  of  the  said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork,  or 
shall  survive  him  and  afterwards  depart  this  life  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a  daughter  or 
daughters,  shall  depart  this  life  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork,  without  leaving  lawful  issue 
living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or  shall  survive  him  and 
shall  afterwards  depart  this  life  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  and  unmarried,  then  I  direct  that  the  share 
or  proportion  of  either  of  them  so  dying,  shall  accrue 
and  go  to  the  survivor  of  them,  the  said  children  of  the 
said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork,  and  such  issue  as  aforesaid^ 
and  be  paid  at  such  ages  and  times  as  their,  his  or  her 
original  shares  or  proportions,  share  or  proportion,  and 
shall,  therewith,  be  subject  and  liable  to  a  similar  chance 
and  condition  of  accruer  or  survivorship.  Provided  always 
and  I  do  hereby  direct  that,  in  case  any  of  such  children 
as  aforesaid,  shall  depart  this  life  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  said  Joseph  Duncan  Cork  leaving  lawful  issue  of 
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1843.  his,  her  or  their  body  or  bodies  respectively,  of  in  case 

any  such  children  as  aforesaid  shall  survive  the  said 
J.  D.  Cork  and  afterwards  depart  this  life  under  the 
XuTiiER.  ®^®  of  twenty-one  years  leaving  lawful  issue  as  afore- 
said, such  issue  respectively  shall,  in  such  case,  together 
and  per  stirpes,  have,  take  and  be  entitled  to,  and  I  do 
hereby  give  to  him,  her  or  them  respectively  such 
shares  or  proportions  of  the  said  principal  money  last 
mentioned,  whether  original  or  accrued,  as  his,  her  or 
their  parent  or  parents  would  have  been  entitled  to,  if 
he,  she  or  they  had  survived  the  said  J.  D.  Cork  and 
lived  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  day  of 
marriage  respectively  as  before  expressed.  And  upon 
further  trust  that,  in  case  any  of  such  children  or  such 
issue  as  aforesaid,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  not,  at  the 
time  of  the  decease  of  the  said  J.  D.  Cork,  have  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a  daughter 
or  daughters,  shall  not  have  attained  that  age  or  been 
married,  then  that  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  of  this  my  will,  do  and  shall,  forthwith, 
invest  or  continue  invested  the  share  or  shares  of  suA 
child,  children  or  issue  respectively  as  aforesaid  as  shall 
be  so  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  unmarried 
respectively,  in  such  stocks,  funds  or  securities  as  afore* 
said,  for  his,  her  or  their  benefit  respectively,  until  he, 
she  or  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or 
be  married  respectively  as  aforesaid,  and  do  and  shall, 
in  the  meantime  and  until  the  share  or  shares,  or  pre- 
sumptive share  or  shares,  whether  original  or  accrued, 
of  such  child  or  children  or  issue  respectively  of  and  in 
such  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds  and  securities,  shall 
become  payable,  transferable  or  assignable  respectively, 
pay  the  dividends,  interest  and  proceeds  thereof  into 
the  hands  of  the  guardian  or  guardians  for  the  time 
being,  if  any,  of  such  child  or  children  or  issue  respec- 
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lively,  in  order  that  the  same  may  be  applied  towards 
the  maintenance  and  education  of  such  child,  children 
or  issue ;  and,  if  no  such  guardian  or  guardians,  then 
to  apply  the  same  for  that  purpose  in  such  manner  as 
my  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  shall 
think  proper.  Provided  always  that  my  said  trustees 
or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  do  and  shall,  and  I  do, 
hereby,  will  and  direct  them  to  pay,  apply  or  advance 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  expectant  or  presumptive 
share  or  shares  of  such  child,  children  or  issue,  or  either 
of  them,  unto  him,  her  or  them,  or  to  any  person  or 
persons  for  his,  her  or  their  preferment  or  advancement 
in  the  world,  at  such  time  or  times  and  in  such  manner 
as  my  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  shall 
deem  advisable. 


1843. 
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''  And  upon  further  trust  to  stand  and  be  seised  and 
possessed  of  and  interested  in  all  the  rest,  residue  and 
ultimate  remainder  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estate, 
effects  and  property  not  hereinbefore  otherwise  dis- 
posed of,  in  trust  for  my  brother  F.  Auther  Mid  my 
Bisters  Hannah  Taylor,  Ann  May  and  Henrietta  Snoto^ 
den,  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to  convey, 
assign  and  assure  the  same  estate,  effects  and  property 
to  my  said  brother  and  sisters  when  and  so  soon  as 
conveniently  may  be  qfler  satisfaction  of  the  prior  gifts, 
legacies,  trusts,  ends,  intents  and  purposes  of  this  my 
wilL"  The  testator  then  provided  for  the  indemnity  of 
the  trustees,  and  appointed  his  wife  and  Joseph  Douton 
executrix  and  executor  of  his  will 

He  died  on  the  1st  of  January  1835. 


The    bill  was  filed,  by  the  testator's  brother  and 
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sisters,  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  will  performed,  hb 
personal  estate  daly  administered,  and  the  dear  residue 
thereof  ascertained,  invested  and  secured  for  the  benefit 
of  the  persons  entitled  thereto ;  and  to  have  the  rights 
of  all  persons  interested  therein,  and,  especially,  of 
Joseph  Duncan  Cork,  ascertained  and  declared. 


Joseph  Duncan  Cork,  in  his  answer,  said  that  he  wai 
the  nephew  of  the  testator's  widow,  and  that  the  tes* 
tator,  for  several  years  previous  to  the  date  of  his  will, 
had  treated  the  defendant  with  great  kindness  and 
affection,  and,  in  fact,  almost  as  a  son,  having,  at  hii 
own  expense,  liberally  educated  the  Defendant  and 
allowed  him  to  reside  with  him ;  and  that  the  testatoft 
for  several  years  prior  to  his  death,  allowed  tiie 
Defendant  300/.  a  year;  and  that  he  believed  that  the 
testator,  in  bequeathing  the  two  legacies  of  1 0,000  L 
eonsols  in  trust  for  the  Defendant  and  his  issue,  either 
intended  to  bequeath  general  legacies,  and  that  his  po^ 
sonal  representatives  and  trustees  should  invest,  out  o( 
bis  real  and  personal  estate,  competent  sums  of  consols 
to  satisfy  those  two  legacies,  or  else  that  the  testator, 
through  mistake  and  inadvertence,  described,  in  his 
will,  the  two  sums  of  10,0002.  consols  as  then  standing 
in  his  name,  instead  of  sums  of  those  amounts  in  the 
new  four  per  cents,  in  which  stock  he  then  held 
35,0002.;  and  that  the  testator,  at  various  times  after 
the  date  of  his  will,  mentioned,  to  certain  of  his  intimate 
friends,  that  he  bad  left  the  Defendant  20,000/.  of  hit 
funded  property.  And  the  Defendant  submitted  that, 
under  the  circumstances  and  for  the  reasons  appearing 
in  his  answer,  he  was  entitled  to  have  two  sums  of 
10,000/.  consols  either  appropriated  and  set  apart,  or 
raised  and  invested  out  of  the  testator's  real  and  pciv 
sonal  estate,  in  order  to  answer  the  two  legacies  of 
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10,000/.  consols.  But,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  Defendant  was  not  so  entitled,  then  he 
submitted  that  he  was  entitled  either  to  have  a  com- 
petent part  of  the  35,000  /.  3 1  /.  per  cent  stock  (into 
which  the  35|000/.  41.  per  cents,  had  been  converted) 
standing  in  the  testator's  name  at  his  death,  applied 
in  satisfying  the  two  legacies,  or  to  have  the  sum  of 
8,600/.  consols,  which  was  standing  in  the  testator's 
name  at  the  date  of  his  will,  and  any  other  sum  of  like 
annuities  which  might  have  been  standing  in  the  tes- 
tator's name  at  that  time,  applied,  in  the  first  place,  in 
satisfaction  of  the  first-mentioned  l^acy  of  10,000  /. 
consols,  and,  aflerwardsi  in  satisfaction  of  the  other 
legacy  of  the  like  sum ;  or,  at  all  events,  in  satisfaction 
of  each  of  the  two  legacies  equally,  as  far  as  such  sums 
of  3/.  per  cent,  consols  standing  in  the  testator's  name 
as  last  aforesaid,  would  extend. 
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The  decree,  at  the  hearing,  directed  the  Master  to 
inquire  and  state  what  consols  the  testator  had  at  the 
date  of  his  will  and  at  his  death,  but  without  prejudice 
to  any  question  in  the  cause. 


The  Master,  in  obedience  to  the  decree  and  to  sub- 
sequent orders  in  the  cause,  found  that  8,500/.  consols 
were  standing  in  the  testator's  name  at  the  date  of  his 
vrill,  and  0,000/.  consols,  at  his  death;  that  35,000/. 
new  four  per  cents  were  standing  in  his  name  at  the 
date  of  his  will,  and  that,  by  a  transfer  made  by  him  in 
March  1827,  that  sum  was  reduced  to  32,000/.  of  the 
same  stock,  which,  by  an  Act  of  the  11th  Geo.  4,  was 
converted  into  32,000/.  3  |  /.  per  cent,  stock  ;  and  thatt 
in  July  1831,  the  testator  sold  out  a  considerable  por- 
tion of  that  sum  and  invested  it  in  1 0,000  Z.  bank  stock : 
that  the  0,000/.  consols  which  were   standing  in  his 
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name  at  his  death,  were  composed  of  the  8,500/.  stand- 
ing in  his  name  at  the  date  of  his  will  and  600  /.  sub- 
sequently purchased  by  him ;  and  that  the  9,000  2.  con- 
sols, and  the  10,000/.  bank  stock,  and  9,400/.  3  )/.  per 
cents  (which  was  the  residue  of  the  3S,000/.  after  the 
last-mentioned  sale),  were  standing  in  his  name  at  his 
death.  The  Master  further  found  that,  by  a  deed  of 
the  22d  April  1839,  after  reciting  the  testator's  will  and 
that  Joseph  Duncan  Cork  was  then  married  and  had 
issue  one  child,  and  that  he  had  conducted  himself,  in 
all  respects,  with  propriety,  and  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  trustees,  they  released  to  him  all  the  powers  and 
discretions,  given  to  or  reposed  in  them  by  the  will,  of 
*  or  postponing  the  vesting,  transfer  or  pay- 
ment of  the  legacy  of  10,000/.  consols  first  mentioned 
in  the  will. 


The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions. 

Mr.  Cockburn,  Mr.  Anderdan  and  Mr.  Terrell  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  the  residuary  legatees,  said,  first,  that  the 
legacies  of  10,000  /.  consols  standing  in  the  testator's 
name,  were  clearly  specific :  and  that  there  was  a  fund, 
though  an  inadequate  one  to  answer  those  legacies. 

Secondly,  that  the  case  was  not  one  in  which  evidence 
as  to  the  state  of  the  testator's  property  or  any  other 
extrinsic  evidence,  was  admissible  in  construing  the 
will ;  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  mistake  or  ambiguity 
in   itf.    They  cited   Kirbif  v.  Potter  {a)  i  Barton  f. 

♦  A  blank  was  here  left  in  the  Master's  report, 
t  The  arguments  of  the  PlaintifT's  counsel  had  refereiice> 
principally,  to  the  inadmissibility  of  the  evidence,  and  as  the 


(a)  4  Ves.  748. 
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Cooke  (b);  Humphreys  \.  Humphrey ${c)\  Ashburner  v. 
Macguire  (rf) ;  Kampf  v.  Jones  (e) ;  Shuttleworth  v. 
Greaves  (/)  ;  Partridge  v.  Partridge  (g)  ;  Selwood 
V.  Mildmay(h);  Fonnereau  v.  Poyntz{i);  Colpoys  v. 
Gi^poy«(A);  2%e  Attorney-general  v.  Gro^e(/);  -Boys 
V,  Williams  {m);  Druce  v.  D^n/mo/i  (n) ;  Miller  v. 
2Vat7er5(o);  Ashton  v.  il5A/cm(p);  Purse  v.  Snap- 
Hn{q). 
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Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  Renshaw  and  Mr.  Morris  for  the 
Defendant  J.  D.  Corft,  and 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Lewis,  for  his  child,  contended 
that  the  legacies  in  question,  were  charged,  by  the 
will,  upon  the  whole  of  the  testator's  property,  and, 
consequently,  that  they  were  general  legacies :  and,  in 
support  of  their  argument,  they  relied  upon  the  expres- 
sions used,  by  the  testator,  in  different  parts  of  his 
will.    They  cited  Fowler  v.  fVitlougkby  (r) ;  Savile  v. 

Viee'Chancellor  (though  he  said  that  he  must,  of  course,  hear 
all  the  evidence  that  the  Master  had  used  in  making  his 
report)  decided  the  case  on  the  expressions  which  occurred 
in  different  parts  of  the  wiJl,  without  any  regard  to  the  evi- 
dence, it  did  not  appear  necessary  to  give  the  arguments  at 
length. 


(4)  5  Ves.  461. 

(c)  2  Cox,  1 84. 

(d)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  108. 

(e)  2  Keen,  756. 
(/)  4  Myl.  &  Cr,  35- 
(g)  Ca.  Temp.  Talb.  226. 
(A)  3  Ves.  306. 

(i)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  472. 


(k)  Jacob,  45 1. 

(/)  3  Mer.  316. 

(m)  2  Russ.  k  Myl.  G89. 

(n)  6  Ves.  385. 

(0)  8  Bing.  244. 

{p)  Ca.  Temp.  Talb.  152. 

(q)  I  Atk.  414. 

(r)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  354. 
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Blacket(s);  Doe  v.  Cooper  {t);  Crone  v.  OdeU{u)\ 
Collison  V.  Girlitig  (x).  And  they  observed  upon  Bofp 
V.  fVilUams  and  Seltcood  v.  Mildmay. 

Mr.  Cooper  appeared  for  the  trustees. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

In  order  to  determine  the  meaning  of  this  testator, 
as  well  as  to  determine  the  meaning  of  every  other  testa- 
tor, it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  look  through  the  whole 
of  the  will,  in  order  to  see  in  what  sense  the  testator 
has  used  certain  words  upon  which  a  question  arises. 

It  is  clear,  upon  the  face  of  this  will,  that  the  tes- 
tator has  used  the  word,  ''  sum"  in  the  sense  of  value: 
because,  in  the  bequest  which  is  made  to  the  chil- 
dren of  J.  D,  Cork,  which  relates  to  the  second  sum 
of  10,000/.  consols,  I  find  this  phraseology:  ^  for  and 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and,  from  and  imme- 
diately after  his  decease,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  divide 
the  said  principal  sum  of  10,000/.  consols,  or  the 
stocks,  funds  or  securities  wherein  or  whereon  the  saaie 
sum  shall  or  may  be  then  invested."  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  the  testator  so  conceived  of  a  sum  of  10,000/. 
consols,  as  that  it  might  be  invested  in  stocks,  funds 
or  securities,  not  any  one  of  them  being  consols: 
because  the  sentence  shows  that  he  uses  the  words: 
**  stocks,  funds  or  securities,"  which  follow  the  word 
"  or"  in  contradistinction  to  the  word,  **  consols;"  and, 
therefore,  that  sentence  is  not  intelligible  unless  you 
take  the  word,  "  sum,"  in  ihe  sense  of  "  value ;"  and 
then  the  whole  is  clear ;  for  it  will  be :  ''  whereon  the 


(5)  1  P.  W.  777. 
(0  1  East,  229. 


(u)  1  Ball  &  Beatt.  449. 
(x)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  63. 
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same  value  shall  or  may  be  then  invested,  between  and 
amongst  all  and  every  of  the  children."  The  value 
might  be  found  in  stocks  or  securities  other  than  consols. 
If  that  is  the  true  interpretation  of  the  word,  "  sum,"  in 
that  part  of  the  will,  the  same  interpretation  must  be 
put  upon  it,  where  it  is  used  with  respect  to  that  very 
thing  which,  immediately  before,  is  given  to  J.  D.  Cork 
for  his  life ;  because  his  children  were  only  to  take  in 
remainder,  that  which  was  given  to  him  for  life.  And, 
if  that  be  the  true  interpretation  of  the  word,  "  sum,"  then 
look  at  the  way  in  which  this  sura  of  10,000  /.  consols 
is  given  to  Cork  for  life  with  remainder  to  his  children. 
The  direction  is  that  the  trustees:  "  shall  and  do,  from 
and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  stand 
and  be  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  further  sum  of 
10,000  L  consols."  He  uses  the  word,  "  further  "  with 
reference  to  the  preceding  sum :  he  means,  in  the  second 
place,  to  give  a  thing  of  the  same  value  as  he  had  before 
given  absolutely ;  that  is,  to  give  the  value  of  stock  to  Cork 
tot  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children,  in  addition  to  the 
prior  bequest,  of  the  same  value,  to  him  absolutely.  It 
aeems  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  understand  this  testator 
ID  any  other  sense  than  as  having  reference  to  the  value 
of  the  thing,  rather  than  to  the  description  of  it. 
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If  you  go  through  the  will,  you  will  see  what  notions 
the  testator  had  about  his  property.  He  commences 
his  will  by  taking  notice  that  his  wife  was  entitled,  under 
their  marriage  settlement,  to  the  sum  of  2,000  /. ;  and 
he  says :  ''  Now  I  hereby  will  and  direct  my  executrix 
and  executor  hereinafter  named,  by  and  out  of  my 
funded  estate  or  property,  or  such  of  my  estate  and 
property  as  shall,  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  be  funded, 
to  pay  and  satisfy,  unto  my  said  wife,  the  said  sum  of 
2,000/.,   as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be   after  my 
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decease."  Now,  as  to  the  expression,  "  funded:" 
ordinarily  speaking,  one  might  suppose  that  funded 
property,  would  mean  property  in  the  funds :  and  it 
appears  to  me  that  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  testator; 
because,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will,  he  has  taken 
notice  of  the  fact  that  part  of  his  property  may  be  in 
what  he  calls  government  or  real  security,  and  that  part 
may  not ;  but  that  part  which  is  not,  is  to  be  vested  in 
government  or  real  security ;  and  that  affords  some  sort 
of  clue  to  discover  what  the  testator  means  by  his 
funded  estate. 


After  making  a  disposition,  to  his  wife,  of  certain 
specific  chattels,  he  gives  all  the  rest,  residue  and 
remainder  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  effects  and 
property  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  and  of  what 
nature  and  kind  soever  the  same  may  be,  to  his  wife 
and  another  trustee,  upon  trust  to  collect,  get  in  and 
receive  all  debts  and  sum  and  sums  of  mcMiey  which 
shall  be  due,  owing  or  belonging  to  him  at  the  time  of 
his  decease,  and  not  vested  in  or  secured  upon  govern- 
ment or  real  security.  Then  he  leaves  that,  and  goes 
to  another  thing  :  **  and  to  do  all  such  acts  as  may  be 
necessary  for  vesting  in  them,  my  said  trustees  and  the 
survivor  of  them  and  the  executors  and  administrators 
of  such  survivor,  all  monies  due,  owing  or  belonging  to 
me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  which  shall  or  may  be  then 
invested  upon  government  or  real  security :  **  so  that,  if 
there  were  any  sum  of  consols  standing  in  his  name  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  it  is,  by  express  direction,  to  be 
transferred  into  the  names  of  the  trustees.  I  notice  that, 
because  it  throws  a  light  upon  the  bequest  of  10,000  L 
consols  to  the  children :  for  if,  under  this  first  part  of  the 
will,  the  10,000/.  consols  were  to  be  invested  in  the 
names  of  the  trustees,  where  would  be  the  10,000  i.  con- 
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sols  standing  in  his  name  ?  Then  he  goes  back  again  to 
the  property  uufundedi  and  says :  **  And  when  and  from 
time  to  time  so  soon  as  such  debt  or  debts^  sum  or  sums 
of  money  first  mentioned,  shall  be  got  in  and  received, 
to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same  or  so  much  and  such 
part  thereof  as  shall  not  be  otherwise  required  for  the 
purposes  of  this  my  will,  upon  government  or  real 
security,  in  the  names  or  name  of  them,  my  said  trustees 
above  named,  or  of  the  survivor  of  them,  or  of  the  exe- 
cutors or  administrators  of  such  survivor."  Therefore 
the  general  scheme  of  this  testator's  will  was,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  have  everything  laid  out  on  government  or 
real  security  in  the  names  of  the  trustees.  Then  he 
Bays :  "  And,  further,  that  they,  my  said  trustees  for  the 
time  being  of  this  my  will,  do  and  shall,  by  and  out  of 
the  monies  so  as  aforesaid  or  otherwise  to  come  to  their, 
his  or  her  hands : "  then  here  is  a  strange  contradiction : 
"  in  the  first  place,  fully  to  pay  and  satisfy  all  my  just 
debts : "  whereas,  according  to  the  words  as  they  stand, 
the  first  thing  they  were  to  do  was  to  collect  the  out- 
standing, unfunded  property,  and  place  it  in  government 
or  real  security ;  but  here  they  are  directed,  in  the  first 
place,  to  pay  all  the  debts.  Then  he  proceeds :  "  And 
as  to  my  estate  and  property  unfunded,  if  that  shall  be 
sufficient :'' — ^it  appears  to  me  he  here  means  to  speak 
of  the  surplus  of  the  property  being  unfunded  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  which  may  remain  after  satisfaction 
of  his  debts,  if  that  shall  be  sufficient: — "  and  if  not, 
then,  as  to  my  general  personal  estate,  subject  thereto ; 
and,  as  to  my  funded  estate  and  property,  subject  to 
the  aforesaid  sum  of  2,000/.  sterling."  Now  that  is 
consistent ;  because  he  had  directed  the  2,000  Z.  sterling 
to  come  out  of  the  funded  estate,  without,  I  apprehend, 
any  very  clear  notion  of  what  he  really  meant  to  be 
done  vrith  reference  to  the  2,000  /. ;  but,  if  there  was 
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some  loose  money  not  in  the  ftindsy  it  would  be,  prim 
faciey  the  duty  of  tlie  execotors  to  pay  the  2,000  /.  oat 
of  that,  and  not  to  take  the  trouble  of  investing  for  the 
purpose  of  selling  what  they  had  invested,  and  then  to 
pay  the  2,000  /.  *'  Then  upon  further  trust  that  the 
said  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  shall 
stand  and  be  seised  and  possessed  of  and  interested  in 
the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  said  estate,  effects 
and  property,  both  real  and  personal,  upon  trust  to  pay 
and  apply,  to  my  said  wife,  her  appointees  or  assigns  to 
be  named  in  writing  under  her  hand,  or  allow  her  to 
retain  the  rents,  interest,  dividends,  proceeds  and  proits 
of  all  such  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  said  estate^ 
effects  and  property,  except  the  sum  of  1 0,000  il  consob 
hereinafter  mentioned/'  It  is  true  that  he  goes  on  to 
use  the  word,  **  sum,''  but  it  seems  to  me  to  be  manifint, 
from  the  passages  which  I  have  read,  that,  by  the  term, 
**  sum,"  he  only  means  value;  the  value  of  the  10,000 il 
consols.  ''  And  upon  further  trust  to  pay  and  apply 
the  interest,  dividends,  profits  and  proceeds  of  the  sum 
of  10,000/.  consols,  now  standing  in  my  name  in  the 
books  of  the  governor  and  company  of  the  Bank  of 
Englandy  for  and  towards  the  maintenance,  educaiioo 
and  support  of  my  adopted  nephew,  Joseph  Dunam 
Corky  for  and  during  the  natural  life  of  my  said  wife; 
and,  after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  in  case  the  said 
Joseph  Duncan  Cork  shall  not  then  have  attained  the 
age  of  21  years,  then  to  pay  and  apply  such  inteiest, 
dividends,  profits  and  proceeds  to  and  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  until  lie  shall  attain  such  age,  if  he  shall  sa 
long  conduct  himself  with  propriety." 


Now  the  testator  is  here  using  phrases  which,  of 
themselves,  are  inapplicable  to  10,000  /.  consols,  hot 
perfectly  applicable  to  the  value  of  10,000/.  consols. 
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when  that  is  invested  in  government  or  real  security ; 
because  then  there  might  happen  to  be  interest,  divi- 
dendsy  profits  and  proceeds  :  part  might  be  invested  in 
one  fund,  and  part  in  another ;  and  so  there  might  be 
such  a  state  of  things  as  would  make  those  words  ap- 
plicable to  the  subject:  but,  as  they  stand,  they  are 
inapplicable  to  it* 
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Then,  similar  words  follow  with  respect  to  the  cir- 
cumstance of  J.  D.  Cork  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  ;  because,  then,  the  trustees  are  to  pay,  apply  and 
transfer  unto  him  the  said  principal  sum  of  10,000  2. 
consols.  Now,  if  you  read,  "  value/'  for,  "  sum,"  then 
the  words  have  some  sense ;  for  they  might  pay  to  him 
the  value,  they  might  apply  to  him  the  value,  they  might 
transfer  to  him  the  value ;  but  the  word,  "  pay,"  seems 
a  very  inapplicable  word  if  it  is  to  be  strictly  confined 
to  a  sum  of  10,000/.  consols,  which  could  hardly  be 
paid,  but  might  be  transferred.  Whereas  the  testator 
takes  a  larger  view  of  what  might  be  the  state  of  his 
property  at  the  time  when  J.  D.  Cork  should  attain 
twenty-one,  and,  therefore,  under  the  idea,  of  which  his 
mind  was  full,  that  he  might  have  property  of  the  value 
of  10,000/.  consols  standing  in  various  securities,  he 
uses  these  words,  "  to  pay,  apply  and  transfer.*' 


Then  follows  the  passage  to  which  I  have  before  re- 
ferred, which  throws  light  on  the  first  passage,  namely, 
''  the  further  sum  of  10,000  /.  consols  now  standing 
and  being  in  my  name."  Then  the  same  words  :  "  di- 
vidends, profits  and  proceeds,"  are  again  introduced, 
and,  of  course,  they  are  subject  to  the  same  observa- 
tion. And  then,  in  the  subsequent  part  of  this  bequest, 
which  regulates  the  mode  in  which  the  children  are  to 
enjoy  the  second  sum  of  10,000/.  consols,  if  it  should 
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1843.  come  to  them  after  the  death  of  their  father,  we  find 

'        "  '     the  words :  **  the  share  or  shares  of  snch  child  or  chil- 

AuTHRR  jj^j^  jj^  g^^jj  gtocks,  fiinds  or  securities  as  aforesaid:" 

.       '  and  those  words  are  repeated  a  few  lines  below :  **  in 

AUTHEIU  *^ 

such  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds  and  securities/'  Then, 
finally,  come  the  words  (I  do  not  think  that  much  turns 
on  them)  that  the  trustees  are  to  transfer  the  ultimate 
residue,  after  the  satisfaction  of  the  prior  gifts,  legacies, 
trusts,  ends,  intents  and  purposes  of  the  will,  to  the 
brother  and  sisters  of  the  testator. 

Therefore,  my  opinion  upon  the  true  constructioa  of 
this  will,  is  that  the  testator  is  not  to  be  taken  to  hafe 
given  two  sums  of  consols  which  might  be  standing  in 
his  name ;  but  to  have  given,  twice  over,  the  ^ue  of 
the  sum  of  10,000/.  consols.  And,  if  that  is  so,  inas- 
much as  there  is  general  property  enough  to  answer 
the  bequests,  all  the  observations  that  have  been  made 
about  giving  specific  sums  of  stock  and  giving  things 
specifically,  are  inapplicable  to  the  case. 

My  opinion  is  that  it  would  be  doing  a  great  injustice 
to  what,  upon  the  simplest  perusal  of  the  will,  one  can 
not  fail  to  see  must  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor, if  I  were  to  pin  down  the  construction  to  the  narrow 
words  which  are  found  in  the  three  sentences  where 
the  sum  of  10,000/.  consols  is  spoken  of,  and  not  to  give 
them  that  ampler  meaning  in  which,  as  I  think,  it  is 
evident,  from  the  context  of  the  will,  that  he  meant  to 
use  them,  namely,  as  designating  the  value  of  the  mm 
of  10,000/.  consols,  and  not  the  sum  itself. 

Declare  that  the  legacies  of  10,000/.  caoBoU,  are 
general  legacies,  and  that,  as  such,  they  are  to  be 
provided  for  out  of  the  testator's  general  estate* 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY.  439 

The  cause  was  placed  in  the  paper  on  this  day,  for  the  1 843 : 

purpose  of  having  the  minutes  of  the  Vice-chancellor's       3Qth  June. 

"^*' •«"'*''•  AUTHER 

Mr.  Anderdon  for  the  Plaintiffs,   the   residuary       Auther. 
legatees :  ■ 
As  the  Court  has  decided  that  the  legacies  of  10,000  /.         ^S^y- 
consols  are  general  legacies,  and  as  consols  have  risen  Testator  be- 
since  the  testator's  death,  I  submit  that  the  legatees  are  q"ea,^«d  «  ge- 

^  neral  legacy  ot 
not  entitled,  as  against  the  residuary  legatees,  to  have  10  000  L  con- 
two  sums  of  10,000/.  consols  purchased  at  the  present  boIs  to  A>  B. 
price*  but  to  have  only  so  much  money  laid  out  in  that  aJq^^^qIp 
stock  as  would  have  been  required  to  answer  the  lega-  assets,  but, 

cies  either  at  the  death,  or  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  ?^?«  ^.^  *®^ 

^  institution  of  a 

after  the  death  of  the  testator.  guj^  for  i\^^  3^1. 

ministration  of 
Mr.  Stuart,  for  J.  D.  Cork :  the  testator's 

estate,  the  le- 
There  are  above  23,000  /.  consols  in  Court  in  this  gacy  remained 
cause ;  and  the  legatees  are  entitled  to  have  two  sums  unsatisBed  for 
of  10,000  L  consols  each,  transferred,  from  the  fund  in  gf^^r  ^i^^  testa- 
Court,  to  their  account    They  are  entitled  to  10,000  /.  tor's  death, 
coQsob  each,  whatever  may  be  the  price  of  that  stock.     coniwfsTose. 

— Held  never- 
Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply  :  theless  that 

rm  11  1  11  n  . .       ..,         Ji.  B.  was  en- 

Tne  testator  had  not,  either  at  the  date  of  his  will  or  (jtied  to  have 

at  his  death,  consols  sufficient  to  answer  the  legacies,    the  full  amount 
In  consequence  of  which  they  must  now  be  provided  for  purchas^  wiJ 
oot  of  his  general  estate  :  and,  that  being  so,  the  legatees   transferred  to 
are  not  entitled,  as  against  the  residuaiy  legatees,  to   ^^™* 
have  the  full  amount  of  their  legacies  purchased  at  the 
present  high  price  of  the  funds.    Suppose  that  the  as- 
sets bad  not  been  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  legacies  in 
full :  in  that  case,  in  order  to  ascertain  how  much  these 
legacies  ought  to  abate,  the  value  of  them  must  have 
been  calculated  according  to  the  price  of  consols  at  the 
Vol.  XIII.  II  H 
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AUTIIER 
AUTH£R. 


end  of  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death.  JBIaci;- 
shaw  y.  Rogers  (a).  That  case  establishes  that  the 
criterion  of  the  value  of  a  stock-legacy,  is  the  price  of 
the  stock  at  the  time  when  it  ought  to  have  been  par- 
chased.  If  the  Court  were  to  adopt  the  course  sug- 
gested by  Mr.  Stuart,  it  would  treat  these  legacies  tf 
being  both  general  and  specific. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

If  there  had  been  a  deficiency  of  assets  at  the  tesr 
tator's  death,  and  it  had  been  necessary  that  all  the 
legacies  given  by  the  will  should  abate  proportionably;i 
then  the  value  of  the  legacies  in  question,  must  hare 
been  estimated  according  to  the  price  of  consols  at  the 
end  of  the  year  next  after  the  testator^s  death.  Bit  if 
the  assets  were  sufficient,  as  I  understand  they  were, 
then  the  legatees  would  have  been  entitled  to  have  the 
full  amount  of  their  legacies  purchased  and  transfisrred 
into  their  names  at  the  end  of  the  year :  and  the  r^bt 
which  they  then  had  still  continues,  the  assets  being 
still  sufficient.  If  what  ought  to  have  been  dooe^  had 
been  done  at  the  proper  time,  the  legatees  would  hafe. 
taken  1 0,000  Z.  consols  each  ;  and  what  they  would  th^ 
have  taken,  they  would  have  had  now.  Consequently  a 
sum  of  10,000/.  consolsmust  be  transferred  to  the  separate 
account  of  each  legatee,  from  the  consols  now  in  the 
name  of  the  AccountcnU-general  to  the  general  crecfitj^^ 
the  cause.  t ,  t  j* 


(a)  4  Bro.  C.  €•  349^  citei. 


,11   ;.,.•   !>' 
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WALFORD  V.  PEMBERTON.  1843: 

ad  May. 


After  replication  filed  but  before  publication  had         Practice. 

passed  in  the  original  suit,  the  Plaintiff,  without  having  Supplemental 

obtained  the  leave  of  the  Court,  filed  a  supplemental  * 

bill  for  the  purpose  of  putting  in  issue  matters  which  A  supplemental 

occurred  before  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,,  but  which,  ^^^  ^^y^e  filed 

,  t  1  I  -,7    11        1     1^  1  *»      ^"er  replica- 

BS  the  supplemental  bill  alleged,  did  not  come  to  the  i\q^^  without 

PlaintiflTs  knowledge  until  after  replication  had  been  the  leave  of  the 

Bled  in  the  original  suit.  ?Tl'°  ™ 

^  to  state  matters 

which  occurred 

The  Defendant  demurred  for  want  of  equity.  before  the  filing 

^     •'  of  the  original 

bill,  but  were 
Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Greeny  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  not  discovered 

said  that  it  was  irregular  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  when  "J?'"^  ^^^  ^^'' 

the  same  purpose  might  be  obtained  by  amending  the 

original   bill,    under    the   15th  of   Lord   Lyndbursi^s 

amended  Orders  * :  that  the  supplemental  bill  was  an 

erasion  of  that  Order,  and  an  attempt  to  obtain  the 

benefit  of  it,  without  complying  with  the  conditions  which 


^  Tlie  13th  Order  allows  a  Plaintiff  to  amend,  once,  as  of 
course,  afler  answer  and  before  replication  ;  but  if  he  wishes 
t6'  amend  a  second  time,  he  must  make  a  special  application, 
supported  by  afiidavit,  that  the  draft  of  the  intended  amend- 
ments has  been  settled  and  signed  by  counsel,  and  that  they 
are  matenal  to  the  Plaintiff's  case.  The  15th  Order  pre- 
scribes that,  after  a  replication  has  been  filed,  the  Plaintiff 
shall  not  be  permitted  to  withdraw  it  and  amend  his  bill, 
imihaut  a  special  order  made  on  a  motion,  with  notice,  and 
supported  by  affidavit  that  the  amendment  is  material,  and 
could  not,  with  reasonable  diligence,  have  been  sooner  intro- 
duced into  the  bill. 

H  H  2 
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1843.  it  imposed.  They  cited  Colchugh  v.  Evans  {fl)  ;  Cvmf- 
tony.  Wombwell  (b) ;  and  The  Attomey^eneral  r.  Tk 
Fishmongers*  Company  (c). 


Walford 
Pembbrton. 


Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  Daniel  appeared  in 
support  of  the  bill,  but 

The  VicB-CHANC£LLORy  Without  hearing  tlwB, 
said: 
I  have  heard  nothing  which  satisBes  me  that  a  party, 
is  deprived,  by  the  16th  Order,  of  the  right  which  he 
unquestionably  had  before,  of  filing  a  supplemental  bQl 
for  the  purpose  of  putting  in  issue  matters  discovered 
since  the  filing  of  the  replication.  That  was  the  old 
right,  and  primd  facie,  that  right  remains. 

If  my  decision  in  Crompton  v.  WombweUy  had  been 
wrong,  it  was  very  easy  to  set  it  right.  It  was  1 
case  that  was  very  much  litigated ;  and  therefore  it  is 
but  reasonable  to  conclude  that,  if  there  had  been 
a  conviction,  in  the  minds  of  those  against  whom  I 
decided,  that  the  decision  was  wrong,  means  wooM 
have  been  taken  to  set  it  right ;  but  no  such  metnt 
were  taken. 

With  respect  to  the  observations  made  by  Lord 
Cottefiham^  0.,  in  The  Attorney-general  v.  The  Eth- 
mongers'  Company,  on  Colclough  v.  Evans  and  Cromptw 
V.  Wombwell,  1  beg  to  say  that  I  do  not  see  atiy  incon- 
sistency or  difficulty  in  drawing  the  line  between  (km 
two  cases.  In  the  first  of  those  cases,  the  Plaintiff  fild 
a  bill  which  he  called  a  supplemental  bill,  and'ld^ 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  IV.  p.  76.  (b)  Ibid;  6««. 

^c)4Myl.&Cr.  1.     See  Judgmeol,  pp.  9  &  lo. 
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murrer  was  put  in  to  it,  and  allowed.  The  ground  for 
allowing  the  demurrer,  was  that  the  bill,  from  the  very 
nature  of  its  statements,  could  not  be  considered  as  sup<- 
plemental,  but  was,  virtually,  an  amendment,  because  it 
sought  to  state  a  fact  in  a  way  diametrically  contrary  to 
the  way  in  which  the  fact  had  been  stated  in  the  ori* 
ginal  bill :  and  it  struck  me  that,  however  pressing  the 
necessity  might  be  to  have  the  fact  statc^l  correctly, 
that  is,  according  to  the  second  view  of  it,  the  proper 
method  of  doing  so,  was  by  amending  the  original  bill ; 
and,  therefore,  I  would  not  allow  a  bill  called  supple- 
mental, to  have  validity  as  a  Hupplemental  bill,  when  it 
was  perfectly  plain  that  the  proper  method  of  rectifying 
the  record,  was  to  amend. 
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The  other  case  was  one  in  which  a  supplemental  bill 
was  filed,  and  where,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
Court,  a  supplemental  bill  might  be  filed.  And  I  do  not 
observe  that  what  Lord  Cottenham  said,  in  The  Attor- 
ney-general Vk  The  Fishmongers*  Company,  prejudices 
the  question.  All  that  his  Lordship  said  was,  if  the 
parties  had  a  right,  let  them  exercise  it ;  but  he  never 
decided  the  question  whether  they  had  or  had  not  the 
right.  Therefore,  it  is,  in  no  manner,  an  authority  in 
support  of  the  present  demurrer. 


In  my  opinion  there  is  a  very  consideiable  distinction 
to  be  taken  between  an  amendment  before  replication 
9nd  an  amendment  after  replication :  there  is  a  greater 
probability  of  success  in  an  application  to  amend  before 
replication,  than  in  an  application  to  amend  after  repli- 
cation ;  and  the  fact  that  the  13th  Order,  has  gone  on  to 
direct  that  part  of  the  foundation  of  the  application, 
shall  be  the  actual  amendment  of  the  draft  with  the 
approbation  of  counsel,  proves  it.    Because  the  Court 

HH  3 
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would  never  have  subjected  the  party,  in  the  first  in- 
stance^  to  the  necessity  of  going  to  the  expense  of  con- 
sulting counsel,  and  having  the  draft  approved  (as  it 
has  done  by  the  13th  Order),  and  have  omitted  that 
condition  in  the  15th  Order,  unless  the  difference  had 
been  intended.  The  Orders  of  18S8,  were,  for  the  most 
part,  framed  by  Sir  John  Leach,  a  most  astute  Jadge^ 
who  perfectly  well  knew  what  his  own  meaning  ^m, 
and,  also,  how  to  express  it  with  the  greatest  clearaeis 
and  accuracy:  and  no  one  can  read  the  13th  and  die 
15th  Orders,  without  being  struck  widi  the  deference 
between  them. 


At  present,  it  has  not  been  shown  to  me  that  it  is 
contrary  either  to  the  course  of  the  Court  or  to  the 
eonstruction  of  the  16th  Order,  that  such  a  supplemeo- 
tal  bill  as  this,  should  be  filed ;  and,  therefore,  I  shail 
over-rule  the  demurrer  *. 


*  See  Ranger  v.  Tke  Great  Western  Railway  Compaift 
ante,  p.  368. 
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YOUNG  V.  MACINTOSH-  1843: 

fld  May. 


Peter  LITTLEJOHN,  by  his  win  dated  the         Legacy. 

6th  of  January  1823,  directed  his  debts  to  be  discharged  ^^'^' . 

as  soon  as  convenient  after  his  decease,  and  gave  the        ^^^J^^on, 

interest  of  all  such  worldly  estate  and   effects  as  he  TesUtor  be- 

might  be  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  at  his  decease,  to  ^arhter  EU^^ 

his  wife,  Jane  J  for  her  life,  and,  at  her  demise,  the  prin-  2,000/.  for 

cipal  to  be  distributed  as  follows  :  ^ife>  the  prin- 

cipal to  be 
equally  divided 
"  To  my  daughter  Maria,  the  widow  of  the   late  among  her 

Captain  Peter  Young,  for  her  use  and  benefit  during  jjj'^^^  J**** 

the  period  of  her  natural  life,  3,000/.  sterling:    the  tained ixzenty 

principal,  at  her  death,  to  be  equally  divided  between  ^^^'  ^^^*  'o  the 

her  two  children  should  they  have  attained  the  age  of  hU^iatJ  daueh- 

twenty-one  years :  should  either  of  them  die,  the  sur-  ter  Jemima^ 

vivor,  in  that  case,  to  have  2,000/.  only,  and  the  remain-   ^j^o^/  f^^*^» 

"^  to  be  paid  on 

ing  1,000/.  to  fall  into  the  residue  of  my  estate.     To  their  attaining 

my  daughter  Eliza,  the  wife  of  Captain  Ivie  Campbell,  twentv-one. 

the  sum  of  2,000 /.  sterling,  for  his  and  her  use  and  T"^-  „?^"u^* 
'  .  .  legacies  to  the 

benefit  during  the  period  of  her  life :  on  her  decease,  children,  were 

contingent  on 
their  attaining 
twenty-one,  and  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  interest  in  the 
meantime. 

Testator  left  to  his  daughter,  Jane^  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  to  be  settled 
on  her  when  she  married,  or  to  be  paid  to  her  on  her  attaining 
twenty-one :  should  she  die  not  leaving  issue,  the  2,000  L  to  fall 
into  the  residue  of  his  estate.  Jane  married  in  her  father*s  lifetime. 
The  Court  directed  the  legacy  to  be  settled  in  trust  for  her  sepa- 
rate use  for  life ;  remainder  for  her  children  living  at  her  death, 
according  to  her  appointment ;  in  default  of  appointment,  for 
her  sons  at  twenty-one  and  her  daughters  at  that  age  or  on 
marriage ;  remainder  for  her  next  of  kin  ;  and,  if  she  had  no  child 
living  at  her  death,  the  legacy  to  become  part  of  the  testator's 
residue. 

H  n  4 
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1843.         the  principal  to  be  equally  divided  anumg  her  eAiUm 
hf  the  said  Captain  Inie  Campbell,  skould  tkey  kam 
attained  the  age  o    twenty^one  years:  but  should  she 
I^Jaciiitoih     ^^^  ^^^  leaving  issue,  in  this  case,  the  9,000  iL  to  &U 
into  the  residue  of  my  estate. 

'^  To  the  two  children  of  my  late  daughter,  JemmOt 
by  Mn  Henry  Walters,  I  leave  1,000 1  sterling  each, 
to  be  paid  on  their  attaining  the  age  of  twenhf^cme  yean: 
either  or  both  dying  before  that  period,  the  legacy  or 
legacies  to  fall  into  the  residue  of  my  estate.  To  iny 
son  William  Douglas,  I  leave  the  sum  of  3,0002.  lUr- 
ling,  to  be  paid  to  /dm  on  the  demise  of  his  mother, 
should  he  then  haveattained  the  age  of  twentjf'-cne  year%: 
should  he  die  before  that  period,  the  3,000  2.  to  fidl  iaio 
the  residue  of  my  estate. 

''  To  my  daughter,  Jane,  I  leave  the  sum  of  3,000l 
sterling,  to  be  settled  upon  her  when  she  marries,  or  to  he 
paid  to  her  on  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years: 
should  she  die  not  leaving  issue,  this  2,000  i.  to  bit 
into  the  residue  of  my  estate.  The  sums  bequeathed 
to  my  son  William  Douglas  and  to  my  daughter  Jane, 
are  to  be  appropriated,  that  is,  the  interest  thereof,  to 
their  education  and  maintenance,  should  they  not  hafe 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  the  latter  not 
be  married  at  the  period  of  the  decease  of  her  mother,  ^ 
the  discretion  of  the  executors  herein  named.  Tlie  rert 
and  residue  of  my  estate  which  may  accrue  from  At 
lapse  of  lives  or  from  any  other  cause  or  source,  I  direct 
may  be  equally  divided  among  my  surviving  childM 
and  their  issue,  share  and  share  alike,  on  their  respec- 
tively attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  yeaiv.''  the 
testator  then  appointed  four  persons,  of  whom  th^ 
Defendant  Macintosh  was  the  sole  sunrivor,  the  exe* 
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culors  of  his  will.     After  the  date  of  the  will,  the  1843. 

testator's  daughter,    Eliza    Campbell,    died,  and  his 

daughter,  Jane,  intermarried  with  John  Dajf  Staie$ ; 

but  there  was  no  issue  of  that  marriage.  MAciinrotH* 

The  testator  died  in  January  1834,  leaving  his  wife 
and  all  his  children  and  grandchildren  named  in  his 
will,  except  his  daughter  JEliza  Cai9^&«//^  him  surviving. 
His  widow  died  in  June  1835. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  testator's  daughter,  Maria 
Yonng,  and  his  son,  William  Douglcu  Littlejohn,  against 
Mr.  Macintosh,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Stokes,  Ivie  Campbell, 
the  only  child  of  EUza  Campbell,  Peter  Young  and 
James  Gavin  Young,  the  children  of  Mrs.  Young,  and 
Thomas  D.  Walters  and  Henry  Littlejohn  Walters,  the 
children  of  the  testator's  deceased  daughter,  Jemima. 
All  the  parties  were  adult.  The  testator's  property  con- 
sisted of  a  leasehold  house  and  of  stock  and  cash  to  the 
amount  of  about  18,000/.  The  bill  prayed  that  it  might 
be  declared  that  the  Defendants  Ivie  Campbell,  71  2>. 
Walters  and  Henry  L.  Walters,  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Campbell  and  Mrs.  Walters,  did  not  become  entitled  to 
any  interest  on  their  legacies  until  they  attained  twenty-one 
respectively ;  and  that  it  might  be  also  declared  that  the 
2,000  2.  given  to  Mrs.  Stokes,  ought  to  be  settled  on  her 
and  her  issue ;  and  that,  in  case  of  her  death  without  issue, 
the  same  would  form  part  of  the  testator's  residuary 
estate. 

Mr.  Sidebottom,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Romilly  for  J.  Z>.  Stokes,  and  Mr.  Toller  for 
Jane  his  wife,  contended  that  the  gift  to  the  children  of 
M18.  Campbell,  was  contingent  on  their  attaining  twenty- 
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one ;  and,  that  consequently,  the  intermediate  interest 
fell  into  the  testator's  residuary  estate ;  as  did  also  the 
interest  on  the  l^acies  given  to  the  children  of  the  tes- 
tator's daughter,  Jeminui,  and  to  his  son  W.  D.  Uttk- 
John :  for  the  gift  and  the  time  of  payment  of  those 
legacies,  were  in  one  and  the  same  sentence,  and,  there- 
fore, those  legacies  also  were  contingent  on  the  legatees' 
attaining  twenty-one. 

Mr.  Walpole,  for  the  children  of  Mrs.  Campbell  and 
Mrs.  Walters,  said  that  the  legacies  given  to  his  clients, 
were  to  be  severed  from  the  residue  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  testator's  widow,  and,  therefore,  they  car- 
ried their  fruits  witli  them  from  that  time :  that  theie 
was  a  distinction  between  the  legacy  to  the  children 
of  Mrs.  Campbell  and  the  legacy  to  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Walters ;  for  the  former  was  given  to  Mrs.  Cengh 
bell  for  life,  and,  on  her  death,  it  was  to  vest  in  her  chil- 
dren, and,  therefore,  at  all  events,  the  Defendant,  Ivie 
Campbell,  her  only  child,  was  entitled  to  interest  on  his 
legacy  from  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

With  respect  to  the  legacy  given  to  the  children  of 
the  testator's  daughter,  Eliza  Campbell,  after  the  death 
of  their  mother;  nothing  is  given  to  them  until  they 
attain  twenty-one ;  and,  therefore,  that  legacy  could  not 
carry  interest  in  the  meantime.  And,  with  respect  to 
the  legacies  given  to  the  testator's  son,  W.  D.  Littlejokn, 
and  to  the  children  of  his  daughter,  Jemima,  to  be  paid 
on  their  attaining  twenty-one ;  interest  could  not  become 
due  on  those  legacies,  before  the  day  of  payment 


As  to  the  legacy  given  to  Mrs.  Stokes, 

Mr.  Romilly,  for  her  husband,  said  that,  at  the  tes- 
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iator's  death,  she  was  married  but  under  age,  and  that 
the  true  construction  of  the  bequest  in  her  favour,  was 
that,  in  one  alternative,  namely,  in  case  she  married  after 
the  testator's  death  and  before  she  attained  twenty-one, 
dien  the  legacy  was  to  be  settled  on  her  and  her  chil- 
dreii,  and,  if  she  died  without  issue,  it  was  to  fall  into 
the  residue ;  but  that  alternative  was  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, because  she  was  married  at  the  testator's  death : 
that,  in  the  other  alternative,  the  legacy  was  to  be  paid 
to  her,  absolutely ^  on  her  attaining  twenty-one. 


1843. 

W- V  ^ 

YOUMG 

Macintosh. 


Mr.  Toller  for  Mrs.  Stokes,  said  that  her  legacy  was 
directed  to  be  appropriated,  and  the  interest  of  it  was 
to  be  applied  for  her  maintenance  and  education,  should 
rfie  not  have  attained  twenty-one  or  be  married  at  the 
death  of  the  testator's  widow ;  so  that  there  was  a  gift 
of  the  principal,  with  interest  until  the  principal  should 
become  payable ;  and,  consequently,  she  took  a  vested 
interest  in  her  legacy :  that  the  words :  "  should  she 
die  not  leaving  issue,"  meant,  either  should  she  die 
under  twenty-one,  or  unmarried,  or  before  the  death  of 
her  mother,  that  is,  before  her  legacy  became  payable. 
Monteith  v.  Nicholson  (a). 

The  next  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the 
words :  "  to  be  settled  upon  her."  I  submit,  that, 
there  being  no  allusion  to  her  children,  the  meaning  of 
that  expression  is  that  the  legacy  should  be  so  settled 
on  her  as  that  her  hud3and  should  take  no  interest  in 
it,  or,  in  other  words,  that  it  should  be  settled  on  her 
for  her  separate  use,  absolutely.  Laing  v.  Laing  (6). — 
(The  Vice- Chancellor :  I  see  no  reference  to  any  husband 
whatever.] 


{a)  2  Keen,  719. 


(6)  Ante,  Vol.  X.  p.  315. 
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Mr.  Siinton  appeared  for  the  Defendant  MacintoA. 

Mr.  Sidebottom,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  legtey 
tras  to  be  settled  on  Mrs.  Stokes  and  her  children;  and 
that,  if  she  died  without  children,  it  was  to  fall  into  the 
residae.  He  added  that,  in  Laing  y.  Laing,  a  disere^ 
tion  was  given,  to  the  executors,  with  respect  to  the 
settlement. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllor: 

In  this,  as  in  every  other  case  which  arises  on  a  will, 
the  Court  is  bound  to  give  effect  to  all  the  words  of  the 
instrument,  as  far  as  it  can. 

The  testator  has  said:  '^  To  my  daughter,  Jam,  I 
leave  the  sum  of  2,000  /.  sterling,  to  be  settled  on  her 
when  she  marries,  or  to  be  paid  to  her  on  her  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years."  It  is  plain  to  me,  that, 
by  those  words,  he  meant  that  the  legacy  should  be 
paid  to  his  daughter  on  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one.  But  he  has  said  also :  ^^  tobe  settled  on  her  when 
she  marries."  In  my  opinion  he  gives  that  direction  ia 
contradistinction  to  the  direction  that  the  legacy  should 
be  paid  to  his  daughter  on  her  attaining  twenty-one. 
He,  evidently,  contemplated  a  marriage  during  infiuicy; 
and  meant  that,  in  that  event,  the  legacy  should  not  be 
paid  to  his  daughter,  but  should  be  settled  on  her. 

The  proviso :  *'  should  she  die  not  leaving  issue,"  i8< 
incapable  of  being  taken  in  connexion  with  the  direo*^ 
tiou  to  pay  the  legacy  to  the  daughter  on  her  attainiog 
twenty-one  :  but  it  may  be  taken  in  connexion  with  the 
direction  to  settle  it :  and,  in  my  opinion,  it  means  that 
the  issue  of  the  daughter,  shall  be  objects  of  the  set- 
tlement. 
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The  only  remaiDing  question  is  what  description  of 
issue  did  the  testator  refer  to  ?  It  appears,  from  the 
bequest  to  Mrs.  Campbell,  that  he  used  the  words, 
**  children "  and,  ''  issue/'  as  synonymous  with  each 
other :  and  the  consequence  is  that  the  legacy  must  be 
settled  on  Mrs.  Stokes  for  her  separate  use,  for  her  life, 
and,  after  her  decease,  on  her  children  living  at  her 
death;  and,  if  she  dies  without  leaving  a  child,  then  it 
must  fall  into  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate. 


1843- 

^— s. ' 

YOUKG 
V. 

Macihtosh, 


The  following  decree  was  drawn  up  : 

Declare  that  the  Defendants  Ivie  Campbell,  Thomas 
IXOyly  Walters  and  Henry  Littlejohn  Walters,  are  en- 
titled, under  the  will  of  Peter  Littlefohn,  the  testator  in 
the  pleadings  of  this  cause  named,  to  the  respective 
legacies  of  2,000  2.,  1,000/.,  and  1,000/.,  with  interest 
thereon  respectively  at  the  rate  of  4  /.  per  cent,  per  an- 
num from  the  days  on  which  they  respectively  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  declare  that  the  legacy  of 
SjOOO/.  given,  by  the  said  testator's  will,  to  the  De- 
fendant Jane  Stokes^  ought  to  be  settled  upon  her  and 
her  children  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  and  that, 
if  she  shall  die  without  leaving  any  such  issue,  then  that 
the  said  legacy  of  2,000  /•  will  fall  into  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  said  testator :  and  the  Defendant  Jane 
Stokes,  by  her  separate  answer,  not  requiring  an  account 
to  be  taken  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  all 
parties^  by  their  counsel  at  the  bar,  waiving  the  taking 
of  siieh  accounts,  this  Court  doth  order  and  decree  that 
the  leasehold  estates  of  which  the  said  testator  was  pos- 
seMed  at  the  time  of  his  death,  be  sold  by  the  Defendant 
Emos  Macintosh,  by  public  auction  or  private  con- 
tract as  he  shall  think  fit  And  it  is  ordered  that  it 
be  referred,  to  the  Master  of  this  Court  in  rotation,  to 
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approve  of  a  proper  settlement  of  the  legacy  of  2,0(M)i. 
bequeathed  to  the  said  Defendant,  Jane  Stokes,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  shall  remain  after  deducting  the  costs 
hereinafter  directed  to  be  paid  thereout :  and  it  is  or- 
dered that  the  same  be  vested  in  trustees  to  be  appointed 
by  the  said  Master,  in  trust  to  pay  the  income  arising 
therefrom  to  the  said  Defendant,  Jane  Stokes, dunagher 
natural  life,  for  her  sole  use,  on  her  separate  receipt, 
and,  afler  her  decease,  in  case  she  shall  leave  a  child  or 
children  her  surviving,  in  trust  for  such  child  or  children 
according  to  her  appointment,  and,  in  default  of  any 
such  appointment,  in  trust  for  such  child  or  for  such 
children  equally  (if  more  than  one),  to  vest,  as  to  a  son 
or  sons,  when,  he  or  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and,  as  to  a  daughter  or  daughters,  when  she 
or  they  shall  attain  that  age  or  marry :  and,  if  all  the 
children  of  the  said  Jane  Stokes  who  shall  survive  her, 
shall  die  without  attaining  a  vested  interest,  then  open 
trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  she,  the  said  Jaae 
Stokesj  by  her  will  shall  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  such 
appointment,  or  so  far  as  any  such  shall  not  extend,  in 
trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  would  have  been 
entitled,  as  her  next  of  kin,  under  the  statutes  for  the 
distribution  of  intestates'  effects,  to  her  personal  estalje, 
in  case  she  had  died  unmarried  and  intestate :  and,  io 
case  there  shall  not  be  any  child  of  the  said  Defendsat 
Jane  Stokes  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  then  sodi 
last-mentioned  legacy  to  become  part  of  the  testatoffs ' 
residuary  estate.  *  #  *  *  l^^  it  be  referred  to 
the  Taxing-master  of  this  Court  in  rotation,  to  tax  all 
parties  their  costs  respecting  the  said  settlement  and  of 
preparing  and  executing  the  same  and  relating  thereto, 
as  between  solicitor  and  client,  and  let  such  costs,  when 
taxed,  be  paid  out  of  the  said  legacy  of  2,000/.  directed 
to  be  settled  :  and  any  of  the  parties  are  to  be  at  hberty 
to  apply  &c. 
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STUART  V.  LORD  BUTE.  1843: 

9th  May. 

1  HIS  suit  related  to  the  affairs  of  a  late  copartnership        p^   ^. 

in  certain  collieries  in  Northumberlandy  now  worked  by  Production  of 
the  Defendant  Lord  Whamcliffe  and  his   copartners,      Documents. 

Lord  Ravensworth  and  Mr.  Bowes.     Lord  Whamcliffe  A.yB.and  C.  had 

had  been  a  member  of  the  late  firm  ;  but  neither  of  his  been  copartners 

copartners  had  been  a  member  of  it,  and  neither  of  them  *J}.  certain     1? 

was  a  party  to  the  suit.  lieries.    That 

copartnership 

Under  the  decree  in  the  cause,  interrogatories  were  '^*/*"f  deter- 

^  mined,  and  a 

exhibited  for  the  examination  of  Lord  Whamcliffe  in  new  co-partner- 

the  Master's  oflSce,  to  which  his  Lordship  put  in  an  ship  having  been 

answer  which  was  held  to  be  insufficient.     Whereupon  (j^  jy^  ^^^  £ 

he  put  in  a  further  answer,  and  that  also  met  with  the  the  Plaintiff, 

same  fate*     His  Lordship  then  put  in  a  second  further  !"  !if"'*'I?!*'^"f 

*^  ^  to  the  affairs  ot 

exammation  stating  that,  on  the  29th  of  December  last,  tlie  late  copart- 

he  went  to  the  office  of  the  existing  copartnership,  nership,  to  which 

and,  not  knowing  in  what  part  of  it  the  books  and  ac-  geVved  D^and* 

counts  of  the   late  copartnership  were  deposited,   he  E.^  and  the 

requested  Nicholas  Wood,  the  agent  of  the  copartnership,  ^e"' ^^  '^eir 

to  produce  them  to  nim  m  order  that  he  might  inspect  whom  were 

and  make  extracts  from  them  ;  but  that  Wood,  acting,  parties  to  the 

aa  lie  stated,  under  the  orders  of  the  examinant's  co-  subpcena  di^es 

partners^  refused  to  produce  the  books  and  accounts,  or  tecum,  requiring 

to  permit  the  examinant  to  inspect  them.  them  to  produce 

'^  ^  certain  books 

*  «       .       w,  ,   ^,^  ,  --r  1  %r.T         y»       r«.      of  the  late  firm ; 

•  See  Ante,  Vol.  XI  p.  442,  and  Vol.  XII.  p.  460.     The  and  also  moved 

decision  on  the  further  answer,  was  affirmed  by  the  Lord  that  C.  might 
Chanceltor.  be  ordered  to 

concur,  with  D. 
and  E,f  in  producing  the  books,  or  causing  them  to  be  produced, 
and  to  give  or  join  in  giving  such  directions  to  D.  and  E,  and  the 
agent,  as  should  be  necessary  to  enable  or  authorize  them  to  obey 
the  swbpcena.    The  Court  refused  the  motion  with  costs. 
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The  PlaiDtiffs  having  thus  failed  to  attain  their  object 
by  excepting  to  Lord  WkarncUffes  examination,  aenred 
Lord  Ravenswortk,  Mr.  Bowes  and  Mr.  Wood  with  a 
subpcaui  duces  tecum,  requiring  them  to  produce  the 
books  and  accounts  before  the  Master  on  a  oertain  day. 
And,  in  addition  thereto,  they  now  moved  that  hxd 
WhamcUffe  might  be  ordered  to  concur,  with  Loid 
EavenswortA,  Mr.  Bowes  and  Mr.  Wood,  in  producing 
the  books  and  accounts  or  causing  them  to  be  produced, 
and  to  give  or  join  in  giving  all  such  directions  and 
authorities  to  Lord  Ravenswortk,  Mr.  Bowes  and  Mr. 
Wood  as  should  be  necessary  to  enable  or  authoriie 
them  to  obey  the  sybpauna. 


Mr.  BetheU  and  Mr.  PkUlips,  in  support  of  the 
motion,  said  that  the  Court  was  in  the  constant  hahit 
of  making  orders  for  the  production  of  documents, 
modified  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  parti* 
cular  case,  and  that  the  order  sought  to  be  obtained 
was  one  of  that  description :  that  Lord  Ravenswortk  and 
Mr.  Bowes  had  not  the  slightest  interest  in  the  hocks 
and  accounts  mentioned  in  the  subpiom ;  and  that  Loid 
WkamcUffe  was  bound  to  consent  to  the  production  of 
them. 


Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Parry,  for  the  Defendant  Lord 
Wharmliffe,  said  that  the  application  was  unprece- 
dented :  that,  as  the  Court  could  not  make  an  order, 
on  Lord  Ravenswortk  and  Mr.  Bowes,  to  produce  the 
books  and  accounts,  it  would  be  absurd  to  order  Lad 
Wliamcliffe  to  concur  with  them  in  doing  that  which 
the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  them  to  da 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
The  Court  is  asked,  by  this  application,  to  do  that 
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before.  '        •        ' 

Stuart 

It  would  be  improper  for  me  to  enter,  at  all,  into  the  .  1 
ngnts  of  the  parties :  I  have  neither  Lord  Ravensworth 
nor  Mr.  Bowes  before  me :  and,  therefore,  I  neither  do 
nor  can  know  their  reasons  for  preventing  that  inspec- 
tion of  the  books  and  accounts,  mentioned  in  the  sub- 
poena, to  which  the  Plaintiffs  are  unquestionably  entitled 
as  against  Lord  WhamcUffe. 

It  strikes  me  that,  if  the  Plaintiffs  have  that  full  right 
to  see  the  books  and  accounts  of  the  original  partnership 
which  they  allege  they  have,  they  ought  to  have  so 
constructed  their  suit  with  regard  to  parties,  as  that  the 
Court  should  have  before  it  all  the  persons  interested  in 
the  1x>oks  and  accounts ;  and  then  an  order  might  have 
been  made,  on  the  three  present  copartners,  for  the 
production  of  them. 

It  appears,  from  Lord  Wharncliffe^s  last  examination, 
that  he  went  to  the  office  of  the  copartnership  at  New^ 
castle,  for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  the  books ;  but  that 
Woody  acting  under  the  orders  of  Lord  Ravensworth 
and  Mr.  Bowes,  refused  to  allow  him  to  inspect  them. 
Therefore,  whether  Lord  Ravensworth  and  Mr.  Bowes 
have  or  have  not  any  interest  in  the  books,  they,  at  all 
events,  assume  to  have  some  control  over  them ;  and, 
in  the  present  state  of  the  record,  I  cannot  decide  that 
they  have  no  interest  in  the  books,  so  as  to  deprive 
them  of  the  power  which  they  assume. 

I  do  not  remember  any  instance  in  which  this  Court 
has  engrailed  an  order  made  on  a  party  to  a  cause,  on 
a  subpana  duces  tecum  issued  against  a  person  not  a 

Vol.  Xin.  1 1 
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party,  so  as  to  amalgamato  the  characters  of  witness 
and  party. 

If  the  PlaintiflTs  have  the  right  which  they  contend 
tliey  have,  they  may  file  a  supplemental  bill  against 
Lord  Ravensworth  and  Mr.  Batoes,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  them  parties  to  the  record ;  and  they  will  then 
obtain^  in  the  regular  way,  that  order  which  they  now 
seek  to  obtain  by  irregular  and  indirect  means. 

'die  present  application  is  an  ingenious  experimeiit  Id 
avoid  the  necessity  of  filing  a  supplemental  bill,  and  I 
shall  refuse  it  with  costs. 


1843: 
Q5th  May. 

Practice. 

An  order  to 
amend  as  the 
Plaintiffs  may 
be  advised,  does 
not  authorize 
die  names  of 
co-plaintiffs  to 
be  struck  out. 


SLOGGETT  v.  COLLINS. 

U  NI>ER  an  order  to  amend,  generally,  the  names  of 
the  six  children  of  Ann  Sloggett  who  were  co-plaintifis 
with  her,  were  struck  out,  together  with  the  statements 
relative  to  their  interests;  and  they  were  not  made 
Defendants. 

The  Vice-ChanccUor  ruled  that  the  order  did  not 
authorize  the  striking  out  of  the  names  of  the  co- 
plaintiffs,  and  ordered  the  amended  bill  to  be  taken 
ofT  the  file. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Folleit  moved. 

Mr.  Stuarl  and  Mr.  Stinton  opposed. 

The  cases  cited  were,  The  Attorney^encral  v.  Voo- 
per  {a);  Ftllotces  v.  Deere (b);  Brmcu  v.  Sa%vcr(c). 

(a)  i;3  Myl  &  Cr.  i-fi,  (/,)  3  Reav.  35> 

(r)   Ibid.  .vj8. 
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LLOYD  V.  SMITH.  i?43: 

29tn  May. 

T  ^ ' 

IN  1841,   T.  Lyster  being  indebted  to  the  Plaintiffs         Pleading. 

Messrs.  Lloi/d 8^  Co.,  in  2,000  /.,  he  and  James  Arhwright,         Parties. 

his  surety,  gave  to  the  Plaintiffs,  their  joint  and  several     Auiiuit  1841. 

promissory  note  for  securing  the  payment  of  that  sum  

with  interest.    In  1842  Arkwright  died,  having  devised  '^®  ^o'^J  ,  ^ 

his  real  estates  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  daughter,  for  of  August  1841, 

her  separate  use,  for  life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for  applies  to  those 

her  children ;  and,  if  she  should  not  leave  a  son  who  ^hjch  trustees 

should  attain  twenty-one,  or  a  daughter  who  should  have  a  present 

attain  that  age  or  marry,  then  in  trust  to  sell  and  divide  ^^^^"'^^^^1°^^^ 

the  proceeds  amongst  the  children  of  his  late  father's  estate :  and  tlie 

brothers  and  sisters  :  and  he  authorized  the  trustees  to  32d  order  does 

sell  the  estates  in  his  daughter's  lifetime,  with  her  con-  ^j^g^  In  which 

sent  in  writing,  and  declared  that  their  receipts  should  ihereisonly  one 

be  sufficient  discharges  for  the  purchase  monies,  and  P""^*'pa  an 
o  *^  '  one  surety, 

that  the  same  should  be  held,  by  them,  upon  the  trusts 

before  expressed.    The  testator  died  in  1842. 

The  bill,  to  which  the  executors  and  trustees  of  the 
will,  the  testator's  daughter  and  her  husband  and  infant 
child,  were  the  only  defendants,  prayed  that  the  testa- 
tor's personal  estate  might  be  applied  in  payment  of  his 
debts  ;  and,  if  it  should  be  insufficient  for  that  purpose, 
that  the  deficiency  might  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage 
of  his  real  estates. 

Mr.  Smythe,  for  the  Defendants,  objected,  first,  that 
the  children  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  testator's 
late  father,  ought  to  have  been  made  parties  to  the  bill ; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  assignee  of  J^yster,  who  hud 

II  2 
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1843.  become  bankrupt,  ought  to  have  been  made  a  party 

*         "        '     to  it. 
Lloto 

V.  Mr.   Walker  and  Mr.  Hale,  in  answer  to  the  first 

Smith.  objection,  relied  on  the  30th  general  order  of  August 
1841,  which  directs  that,  in  suits  relating  to  real  estate 
which  is  vested  in  trustees  by  devise,  and  they  are  com- 
petent to  sell  and  give  dischai*ges  for  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  and  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  the 
trustees  shall  represent  the  persons  beneficially  inte- 
rested in  the  estate  or  the  proceeds  or  the  rents  and 
profits,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as 
the  executors  or  administrators,  in  suits  concerning  per- 
sonal estate,  represent  the  persons  beneficially  inte* 
rested  in  such  personal  estate ;  and  that,  in  such  case^i 
it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  make  tlie  persons  beneS- 
cially  interested  in  such  real  estate  or  rents  and  profiHi 
parties  to  the  suit. 

In  answer  to  the  second  objection,  they  relied  on  the 
32d  general  order  of  the  same  date,  which  directs  that, 
in  all  cases  in  which  the  Plaintiff  has  a  joint  and  sevenl 
demand  against  several  persons,  either  as  principals  or 
sureties,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  bring  before  the 
Court,  as  parties  to  a  suit  concerning  such  demand,  all 
the  persons  liable  thereto ;  but  that  the  Plaintiff  may 
proceed  against  one  or  more  of  the  persons  severally 
liable.  \ 

The  Vice-chancellor  said,  that  the  30th  order  applied 
to  cases  in  which  the  devisees  in  trust  had  a  present, 
absolute  power  of  sale,  and  not  to  a  case  like  the  pre- 
sent, where  the  trustees  had  no  power  to  sell  during  the 
life  of  the  testator's  daughter  (who  was  living),  except 
with  her  consent,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  she  had  given 
her  consent :  that  the  32d  order  applied  to  cases  where 
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several  persons  were  liable  in  different  characters,  that 
is,  some  as  principals  and  the  rest  as  sureties ;  and  then 
it  was  sufficient  to  make  one  individual  of  each  class  a 
party ;  but  where  there  was  only  one  principal  and  one 
surety,  both  of  them  must  be  made  parties ;  and,  conse- 
quently, both  the  objections  must  be  allowed*. 

•  See  Miller  v.  Huddlestone,  posty  4G7. 
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1843: 
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* V • 

Portrait* 
Legacy. 

mil. 

Const  f  vciion. 


THE  DUKE  OF  LEEDS  v.  LORD  AMHERST. 

1  HE  will  of  George  William  Frederick,  late  Duke  of 
Leeds,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff,  was  dated  the  30th  of 
July  1836,  and  contained  the  following  bequests:  *' I 
give  and  bequeath  the  portraits  of  myself,  of  my  grand- 
father and  grandmother.  Lord  and  Lady  Holdemess,  of 

my  mother  and  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg,  my  statue  Testator  bc- 

and  cast  of  my  dear  son,  the  late  Lord  Conyers  Osborne,  portraits  of  him- 

and  my  busts  of  my  dear  wife  and  of  my  late  dear  self,  of  his 

daughter,  and  also  all  the  linen,  china,  household  goods  f  randmothe^"of 

and  furniture  and  other  effects  which    shall  be  in  or  his  mother  and 

about  my  house  in  St.  James's  Square  at  my  decease,  ?,  J      Duke  of 

unto  William  Pitt,  Earl  Amherst  8cc/'  upon  trust  to  ^.  jg.    1  he 

permit  the  same  to  go  as  heir-looms  to  the  estates  which  testator  had  one 

he  had  devised  to  his  son-in-law,  Sackville  Walter  Lane  S'Se^'If  hTs" 

Fox  and  his  issue  in  strict  settlement.     And,  as  to  all  grandfather  and 

the  testator's  pictures,  prints,  cameos,  intaglios,  busts,  grandmother 

1         If       1  .        11  T  1  1.1   a^^d  one  of  Ins 

statues,  gems  and  medals,  cmna,  books  and  household   mother  and  a 

goods  and  furniture  at  Hornby  Castle  (the  family  man-  three-quarters 

portrait  and  a 
portrait  in  crayons  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg^  and  also  a  picture 
in  which  the  Duke  was  represented  on  horseback,  with  a  battle 
in  the  distance. — Held  that  that  picture  was  a  portrait  of  tlie 
Duke,  and  that  it  passed,  together  with  all  the  other  portraits,  by 
the  bequest. 

I  I  3 
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1843.  sion),  except  the  articles  already  bequeathed^  and  all  the 

residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects  not  thereiii- 
before  specifically  bequeathed,  he  gave  and  bequeathed 
the  same  to  Lord  Amherst  &c.  in  trust  to  sell  and  con- 
vert  into  money,  and  apply  the  proceeds  as  the  primary 
fund  in  the  discharge  of  his  debts,  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses  and  pecuniary  legacies,  and  to  invest 
the  residue  in  the  purchase  of  lands  to  be  settled  to  the 
same  uses  as  were  thereinbefore  declared  of  the  estates 
thereby  devised  to  his  son-in-law  and  his  issue. 

The  testator  died  in  July  1838. 

It  was  stated  in  a  report  made  by  the  Master  in  pur- 
suance of  an  order  in  the  cause,  that  the  testator,  at 
the  date  of  his  will  and  at  his  death,  was  possessed  of 
one  portrait  of  himself,  one  portrait  of  his  grandfather, 
Lord  Holdemess,  one  portrait  of  his  grandmother.  Lady 
Holdemess,VLnd  one  portrait  of  his  mother,  and  of  thn 
portraits  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg,  namely,  a  grasi 
equestrian  picture  or  portrait^  a  three-quarters  portrait, 
and  a  portrait  in  crayons.  And  the  Master  found  that 
the  grand  equestrian  picture  or  portrait,  the  three- 
quarters  portrait,  and  the  portrait  in  crayons  of  the  Duke 
of  Schomberg^  as  well  as  the  portraits  of  the  other  persons 
above  named,  were  included  in  the  description:  "The 
portraits  of  myself,  of  my  grandfather  and  grandmother 
&c." 

The  Plaintiff  excepted  to  the  report;  because  tk 
grand  equestrian  picture,  was  not  a  portrait  of  the  Duke 
of  Schomberg  ;  and,  if  it  was  to  be  so  deemed,  that  it 
was  not,  or  it  was  not  certain  that  it  was  included  in  the 
description  in  the  will. 

The  grand  equestrian  picture  represented  the  Duke  of 
Schomberg  mounted  on  a  chai^cr,  holding  a  batou  in  his 
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right  hand,  and  with  his  countenance  turned  towards  the 
spectator.  He  was  in  complete  armour^  except  that  he 
was  without  his  helmet,  which  was  held  by  an  attendant. 
In  the  back-ground,  a  battle,  said  to  be  the  battle  of  the 
JBoyne,  was  depicted  :  but  the  Duke  and  his  horse  and 
attendant  were,  by  far,  the  most  prominent  objects. 
Indeed,  the  battle  was  scarcely  perceptible  except  on 
close  mspection. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Lloyd^  in  support  of  the  excep- 
tions, said  that  the  description  in  the  will  applied,  strictly 
and  correctly,  to  the  three-quarters  portrait  of  the  Duke 
of  Schomberg ;  but  not  to  the  grand  equestrian  picture ; 
for  that  was  not,  simply^  a  portrait,  that  is,  according  to 
Dr.  Johnson  :  "  A  picture  drawn  after  the  life,"  or,  ac- 
cording to  Sir  Joshua  Reynolds :  '*  An  exact  resemblance 
of  an  individual ;''  but  it  comprised  other  objects  than 
ihe  figure  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg :  that  the  bequest 
on  which  the  question  arose,  ought  not  to  be  read  as  if 
the  word,  *'  portraits,^'  in  the  plural  number,  were  in- 
serted before  every  member  of  the  sentence ;  for  then 
there  would  be  nothing  to  satisfy  the  words ;  inasmuch 
as  the  testator  had  only  one  portrait  of  himself,  one  of 
his  grandfather,  one  of  his  grandmother,  and  one  of  his 
mother ;  but  tluit  bequest  ought  to  be  read  as  follows : 
"The  portraits  of  mjself,  my  grandfather  and  grand- 
mother, my  mother  and  the  Duke  of  Schomberg,*'  so  as 
to  comprise  only  one  portrait,  in  the  proper  sense  of  that 
term,  of  the  Duke,  and  of  each  of  the  other  individuals 
mentioned  in  the  bequest. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  G.Z.  Russell  appe^Lved  in  support 
of  the  report  *. 

•  The  question  raised  by  the  cxceptionB,  was  argued  at 
considerable  length  ;  but  it  did  not  appear  to  be  of  sufficient 
importance  to  require  a  full  report  of  the  argumeats. 

1  1  4 
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1843.  The  Vicb-Chancellor  : 

'        "*     "^         The  first  question  is  whether  this  equestrian  pidare 
The  Duke  of   ^^  ^  properly  denominated  a  portrait :  because  if  it  k 
not  a  portrait,  unquestionably,  it  did  not  pass. 

^^^  Now,  with  respect  to  the  word  "  portrait,"  a  defini- 

tion has  been  given  in  the  course  of  the  argument;  and 
I  have  looked  into  the  matter  myself,  to  see  what  is  the 
origin  of  the  word,  and  what  meaning  is  ascribed  to  it, 
not  only  in  English,  but  in  French  dictionaries  :  and  it 
seems  that,  to  a  certain  extent,  it  is  used  in  a  more 
enlarged  sense  in  the  English  than  it  is  in  the  Frenek 
language. 

The  first  thing  that  I  have  to  observe  about  it,  is 
that,  in  an  edition  of  Richelet's  Dictionary,  which  was 
printed  in  the  year  1732,  the  author  speaks  of  the 
word,  "  portrait "  as  a  French  word,  and  explains  the 
meaning  of  it  in  Latin,  and  then  gives  an  interpretation 
of  it  in  French.  He  says :  "  Portrait :  ImagOj  picla 
ejiges.  Ce  mot  se  dit  des  hommes  seuUment ;  et  en  par- 
lant  de  peinture,  c'est  tout  ce  qui  represente  une  per- 
sonne  d'apres  nature,  avecdes  couleurs."  In  the  French 
dictionary  which  has  been  lately  published  by  Fletniiy 
and  Tibbins,  the  explanation  is  this:  **  Portrait:  re- 
semblance d'une  personne  :"  and  there  it  stops.  The 
word  is  evidently  taken  from  the  Latin  word,  "  perira* 
hercy^  or,  " pertractare,''  both  of  which  words  derive 
tlieir  force  from  being  compounded,  in  part,  of  the 
preposition  per,  which,  when  used  in  composition, 
signifies  doing  an  act  completely,  thoroughly,  or  witli 
labour;  as  in  our  word,  "  perfect,"  and  the  Latin  word, 
**  perfectum." — [His  Honor  here  cited  passages  from 
Horaces  Art  of  Poetry,  and  from  Cicero's  works 
"  De  Finibus;'  and  "  JDe  Natura  Deorum;'  in  which 
the  words,  "perfectum,"  "  pertractans,"  and  ^'peitractan- 
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dum/'  occurred,  in  order  to  show  the  force  of  the  pre-  1843. 

position,  per,  when  used  in  composition.] — It  is  plain,      '        "^ 
therefore,  that  that  portion  of  the  definition  to  which    '^"^  Duke  of 
Mr.  Bethell  alluded,  namely,  the  exact  and  minute,  is  **^* 

derived  from  that  portion  of  the  word  which  consists  of  Loan 

the  Latin  word,  "per."  If  you  look  into  the  £»yZwA  Amhrbst. 
Dictionaries  you  will  find  that  Dr.  Johnson*s  definition 
of  the  word,  "  portrait,"  is :  "  A  picture  drawn  after  the 
life,"  that  is,  corresponding  to  the  life.  Then  Bailei/y 
in  his  dictionary,  gives  an  explanation  of  the  term. 
Now,  Bailey's  is  a  remarkably  good  dictionary,  and,  in 
some  respects,  better  than  Dr.  Johnson's :  because  it  is 
not  confined  to  words  found  merely  in  books  of  autho- 
rity, but  contains  also  words  which  are  in  common  use ; 
and  perhaps,  common  usage  is  the  best  expositor  in  the 
present  case.  He  says :  "  Portraits  (with  painters) : 
pictures  of  men  and  women,  either  heads  or  greater 
lengths,  drawn  from  the  life.  The  word  is  used  to  dis- 
tinguish face  painting  from  history  painting." 

Then  it  occurred  to  me  that  we  could  not  have  a 
better  authority  for  the  use  of  the  word,  "  portrait," 
than  the  catalogue  of  paintings  exhibited  by  the  Royal 
Academy,  and  it  struck  me  that  if  I  looked  into  the 
catalogue  for  the  present  year,  I  might  find  some  in- 
stance in  which  the  term,  "  portrait,"  was  applied  to 
something  else  than  merely  the  figure  of  a  man  :  and  I 
found  one  of  the  paintings  described  as  containing  por- 
traits of  certain  race-horses  and  their  riders,  that  is,  of 
men  on  horseback  and  their  horses.  Besides  which,  we 
oflten  see  pictures  of  children  on  ponies  or  with  favourite 
animals,  described,  by  persons  versed  in  the  art  of 
painting,  as  portraits  of  the  children.  And  I  must  say 
that,  if  I  had  been  asked  whether  the  painting  in  ques- 
tion was  a  portrait  or  not,  I  should  have  answered, 
without  hesitation,  that  it  was :  for,  in  my  opinion,  the 
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1 843.  miniature  representation  of  a  battle,  which  '»  introduced 

*        "        '     in  the  back-grotmd,  in  order  to  denote  that  the  prmci- 

TuE  DcKB  or   p^  object  was  a  great  warrior,  does  not  detract  from 

its  character  as  a  portrait.    The  Duke  and  his  horse  are 

Lord  ^^  principal  subjects  of  the  picture ;  and  the  battle  isre- 

Amhebst.      presented  so  minutely,  that  it  attracts  hardly  any  notice; 

indeed  it  is  scarcely  perceptible  except  by  persons  wiio 

have  good  eyesight*   I  think,  therefore,  that  the  painting 

in  question,  which  is  called  the  equestrian  picture,  may 

be,  without  any  impropriety,  termed  a  portrait. 

Upon  looking  into  the  will  of  the  Duke  of  Leeds, 
I  observe  that  there  is  an  authority  for  the  opinion  that 
I  have  expressed,  to  be  deduced  from  the  will  itseIC 
For  the  testator,  first  of  all,  gives  the  portraits  of  him- 
self, his  grandfather  and  grandmother.  Lord  and  Lady 
Holdeniess,  of  his  mother,  and  of  the  Duke  of  Sciom- 
berff,  his  statue  and  cast  of  his  son,  the  late  Lord 
Coiiycrs  Osborne,  and  the  busts  of  his  wife  and  his  late 
daughter,  and  other  things ;  certainly  not  for  the  benefit 
of  the  present  Duke.  Then  he  speaks  of  his  pictures, 
prints  and  other  chattels  at  Hornby  Castle,  except  the 
articles  already  bequeathed.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that 
he  used  the  term,  ^^  portrait,"  as  describing  an  article 
which,  as  he  thought,  was  comprehended  in  the  gifl  of 
the  pictures.  Consequently  it  appears,  on  the  face  of 
the  will,  that  the  testator  considered  the  term,  *^  pic- 
ture," to  be  synonymous  with  *  the  term,  "  portrait" 

Then  it  was  said  that,  as  the  testator  had  but  one 
portrait  of  himself,  one  of  his  grandfather,  one  of  bis 
grandmother,  and  one  of  his  mother,  it  would  be  im- 
proper to  say  that  more  than  one  portrait  of  each  indi- 
vidual passed  by  the  bequest.  I  must  say,  however, 
that  if  1  had  been  employed,  as  counsel,  to  draw  tlie 
will  of  a  person  who  had  one  manor  in  MiddlesKX,  one 
♦  To  include  ?  {Qu,) 
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in  Kenty  one  in  Essex,  and  three  in  Surrey^  I  should 
have  used  the  following  words :  "  I  devise  all  my  ma- 
DOTB  in  Middlesex,  Kent,  Essex  and  Surrey.*'  And  it 
seems  to  me,  that  no  person  commonly  conversant  with 
the  English  language,  would  have  a  doubt  as  to  the 
bet  of  the  three  manors  in  Surrey  passing  under  that 
ievise.  Accordingly,  my  opinion  upon  the  bequest 
DOW  under  consideration,  is  that,  whatever  number  of 
portraits  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg  the  testator  might 
bappen  to  have,  they  would  all  pass,  by  the  bequest  in 
question,  notwithstanding  he  might  have  had  but  one 
portrait  of  each  of  the  other  individuals  named  in  the 
bequest.  The  first  question  is,  had  the  testator  the 
property  to  give  ?  and  the  next  is,  has  he  described  it 
so  as  to  give  it?  And  as  I  find  that  the  testator  had, 
at  the  time  he  made  his  will,  the  portrait  in  crayons,  the 
three-quarters  portrait,  and  also  the  painting  which  has 
been  called  the  equestrian  picture,  but  which,  I  think, 
may  be  properly  called  a  portrait,  I  am  clearly  of  opi- 
nion that  the  bequest  has  passed  the  grand  equestrian 
picture  or  portrait  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg^  as  well 
as  the  others,  about  which  there  is  no  dispute. 

1  do  not  think  that  any  inference  to  the  contrary  can 
be  drawn  from  the  supposition  that  the  Duke  could  not 
mean  to  dismantle  Hornby  Castle,  as  far  as  lay  in  his 
power.  What  the  Duke's  reasons  were,  I  cannot  tell ; 
but  it  certainly  appears,  from  his  will,  to  be  perfectly 
plain  that,  for  some  reason  or  other,  his  son  who  was  to 
succeed  him  in  the  title  and  in  the  family  mansion  and 
estates,  was  not  the  object  of  his  favour*.  For  he  has 
empowered  his  trustees,  in  the  sale  of  any  of  his  estates 
contiguous  to  or  convenient  to  be  enjoyed  with  the  set- 

♦  The  late  Duke  of  Leeds  left  nothing  to  his  son,  the  pre- 
sent Duke,  and  ihe  Plaintiff  in  the  cause,  except  his  Parlia- 
mcntary  robes. 


l84'2. 

« V 

Tup.  Duke  of 
Leeds. 

Lord 
Amuerst. 
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LOBD 

Amherst. 


1843.  tied  family  estates  in  the  North  or  West  Ridings  of 

'        ^  YorksAire,  or  of  any  of  his  plate  or  other  effects  at 

The  Duke  of  jgfi^„jy  CasiU  thereby  authorized  or  directed  to  be  sold 
under  any  of  the  trusts  or  powers  thereinbefore  cou- 
tained,  to  offer  them,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  pro- 
prietor of  Hornby  Castle  for  the  time  being,  on  such 
terms  as  his  trustees  should  think  fit ;  but  be  has  de- 
clared that  such  desire  was  not  to  be  deemed  a  direc- 
tion or  obligatory  on  his  trustees,  nor  to  confer  any 
right  of  pre-emption  on  the  proprietor  of  Hornby  Castkf 
nor  to  prevent  his  trustees  from  selling  such  estates  or 
effects  to  any  other  person  or  persons,  if  they  should 
deem  it  advisable  so  to  do.  When  I  read  this  clause, 
it  occurred  to  me  that,  whatever  the  reason  might  be. 
the  person  who  was  to  succeed  to  the  possession  of 
Hornby  Castle  and  the  family  estates,  was  not  the  pri- 
mary object,  to  say  the  least,  of  the  testator *8  favour; 
but  that  another  member  of  the  family  was,  in  favour 
of  whom  and  whose  issue,  the  testator  clearly  made 
his  will.  And  why  the  late  Duke  of  Leeds  should  not 
have  intended  that  this  particular  picture,  which,  it  is 
to  be  observed,  is  a  family  picture,  should  not  go  along 
with  a  portrait  of  himself,  of  his  own  mother,  and  of  his 
grandfather  and  grandmother,  I  do  not  see.  They  are 
all  in  pari  materia.  I  cannot  but  think  that,  if  any- 
thing is  to  be  inferred  from  the  rule  noscUur  a  sociisj 
every  picture  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg  might  be  rea- 
sonably supposed  to  be  intended  to  pass  along  with  those 
which,  unquestionably,  were  family  pictures.  And  if  I 
find  the  picture  in  dispute  comprised  in  the  words  which 
the  testator  has  used,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  notliing, 
whatever,  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  will  taken  alto- 
gether, which  prevents  me  from  saying  that,  although  it 
is  a  portrait  or  a  picture  of  the  Duke  of  Schomberg  oo 
horseback,  it  passes  b}  the  bequest  in  question. 

Exceptions  overruled. 
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MILLER  V.  HUDDLESTONE. 

1843: 

1  HE  testator  in  the  cause  devised  and  bequeathed  all     v ^ ^ 

his  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  trustees  and  executors         Pleading. 

of  his  will,  in  trust  to  sell  and  convert  the  same  into        J^orties. 

•     ^1        -1.1       A     1^'     t     .1        Nevo  Orders 
money,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  death,    ofAuv.  1841. 

and,  out  of  the  proceeds,  to  pay  his  debts,  funeral  and  

testamentary  expenses,  and  to  invest  the  surplus  in  the  J^j^^!"^"  ^"". 

funds,  and,  out  of  the  dividends,  to  pay  annuities  to  cer-  nuity payable 

tain  persons,  one  of  whom  was  the  Plaintiff,  and  to  pay  ®"'  7  ^^  *®®- 

the  remainder  of  the  dividends  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  estate  and  the 

and,  subject  thereto,  he   gave   the  trust-fund   to  the  proceeds  of  the 

executors  and  trustees  (wlio  were  his  nephews),  and  to  ^j^^g  ^ 

two  of  his  nieces  :  and  he  declared  that  the  receipts  of  bill  for  the  ad- 

the  trustees  should  be  sufficient  discharges  to  the  pur-  njinistration  of 
•  i»t-         I      X  X  the  whole  of  the 

chasers  of  his  real  estate.  testator's  pro- 

perty, all  the 
The  bill,  which  was  filed  after  the  death  of  the  tes-  ^^^^"1^°°^"^''^ 
tator's  widow,  and  to  which  the  executors  and  trustees  must  be  made 
were  the  only  Defendants,  prayed  for  the  usual  accounts  Parties,  notwith- 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  that  the  real  estate  receipts  of  the 
might  be  sold,  and  that  the  proceeds,  together  with  the  trustees  are 
personal  estate,  might  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  "i^char"^^*^"^ 
debts   and    in   providing    funds   for   the   payment   of 
the  annuities. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Lloi/d,  for  the  executors  and 
trustees,  said  that  the  bill  sought  to  have  the  entire 
estate  administered,  and,  therefore,  all  the  annuitants, 
and  all  the  residuary  legatees,  ought  to  have  been  made 
parties  to  it. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and   Mr.  Slinton,  for   the  Plaintiff, 
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1843.  relied  upon  the  30th  general  order  of  1841,  and  cited 

*        ^'  Pidgeleif  v.  Rawlbig  (a). 

Miller 

*'•  The  Vice-Chancbllor  : 

HUDDLESTOME. 

This  bill,  as  it  is  framed,  is  not  merely  for  a  demand; 
but  asks  that  the  whole  of  the  testator's  real  estate  may 
be  sold,  and  that  the  entire  fund  composed  of  the  pro* 
ceeds  of  the  sale  and  of  the  personal  estate,  may  be 
applied  in  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  and  legaciei 
and  annuities ;  so  that  it  deals  with  the  whole  of  tk 
testator's  property,  of  every  description :  consequently, 
the  case  is  not  within  the  30th  order,  and  all  the  lega- 
tees and  annuitants  ought  to  have  been  made  parties. 
If  the  bill  had  asked  nothing  more  than  that  the  arrean 
of  the  Plaintiff's  annuity  might  be  paid  to  her,  and 
that  a  fund  might  be  provided  for  securing  the  payment 
of  it  in  future,  leaving  it  to  the  executors  to  pay  the 
arrears  and  provide  the  fund  as  they  might  think 
proper,  then  the  30th  order  would  have  been  appli- 
cable *. 

Objection  allowed.     Costs  of  all   parties   to  be 
costs  in  the  cause. 


(a)  1  Youn.  k  Coll.  N.  C.  552. 

•  See  Lloyd  v.  Smithy  anle,  p.  457.  See  also  Savory  ▼• 
Barbci'y  4  Hare,  125,  nhich  sccnis  to  be  at  variance  with  the 
case  reported  above. 
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THOMPSON  V.  SPEIRS.  1845: 

9th,  10th  and 

In  June  1808  Ricliard  John  Drassey  insured  his  life,  ^^^^^  *^"'y' . 

in  The  Equitable  Assurance  OflSce,  for  4,000  /.    In  Juno  poiicy 

1822,  he,  in  contemplation  of  his  daughter's  marriage,  of  Insurance, 

assigned  the  fruits  of  the  policy  to  the  Plaintiff  and  Di^sUhn 

another  person,  in  trust,  as  to  one-fourth  part  thereof,  Notice. 

for  his  daughter,  her  then  intended  husband,  and  the  Bankrupt. 

children  of  their  marriage,  and,  as  to  the  remaining  Actual  notice 

three-fourths,  in  trust  for  himself  absolutely ;   but  no  of  'he  aasign- 

express  notice  of  the  assignment,  was  given  to  the  office  effected  with 

until  the  time  after  mentioned.  the  Equitable 

Assurance  So- 

.      ,      _          .  ,                            _  ciety,  is  neces- 

At  the  date  of  the  assignment,  Brassey  was  a  partner  gary  to  take 

in  the  banking-house  of  Lees,  Brassey  8f  Farr ;  and  the  the  policy  out 
Plaintiff  and  his  co-trustee,  who  were  customers  of  the  ^^^  disposition 
firm,  suffered  the  policy  and  the  assignment  to  remain  of  the  assured. 

in  a  safe,  in  which  the  firm  deposited  their  own  and  their  ^P^^^"!^  ^' 

.  .  "^  ChamberlaunCf 

customers  securities  for  safe  custody.  reported  ante^ 

Vol.  XI.  p.  123, 

In  June  1835,  Lees^  Brassey  §f  Farr  became  bank- 
rupts ;  and  their  assignees  having  possessed  themselves 
of  the  policy  and  the  assignment,  the  Plaintiff,  who 
had  then  survived  his  co-trustee,  gave  them  notice  of 
the  assignment;  and,  a  few  days  afterwards,  sent  a 
formal  notice  of  it  to  the  assurance  office.  The  assig- 
nees, however,  disregarded  the  notice  and  sold  the  po- 
licy to  three  of  the  Defendants.  Fn  June  1844  Brassey 
died;  and,  in  December  following,  the  bill  was  filed 
charging  that  Brassey,  when  he  assigned  the  policy  to 
the  Plaintiff  and  his  co-trustee,  was  a  member  of  and 
a  partner  in  The  Equitable  Assurance  Society ;  and, 
therefore,  the  society  received  and  had,  or  must  be  deemed. 


Thompson 
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1845.  in  equitify  to  have  received  and  had,  through  and  hg 

means  of  Brassey,  notice  of  the  assignment  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  thereof;   and^  consequently,  the  title  of 
o   *"  the  Plaintiff  and  his  co-trustee  to  the  policy,  became 

perfect  on  the  execution  of  the  assignment,  and  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive  one-fourth  of  the  fmiti 
of  the  policy,  which  amounted,  in  the  whole,  to  11,740/. 
The  bill  prayed  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  to 
be  so  entitled ;  and  that  the  trustees  of  the  assurance 
office  might  be  restrained  from  paying  to  the  purchasen 
of  the  policy,  and  tliat  the  latter  might  be  restrained 
from  receiving  more  than  three-fourths  of  the  11,740/. 

The  injunction  having  been  granted,  the  purchaseiB 
of  the  policy,  on  the  coming  in  of  their  answer,  moved 
to  dissolve  it. 

The  question  was  whether,  as  the  Defendants  oon- 
tcnded,  actual  notice  of  the  assignment  ought  to  hive 
been  given,  to  the  assurance  society,  in  order  to  take 
tlie  policy  out  of  the  order  and  disposition  of  Brasw/, 
the  bankrupt ;  or  whether,  as  the  Plaintiff  insisted,  the 
constructive  or  implied  notice  of  the  assignment  which 
the  society  had,  by  reason  of  Brassey  being  a  member 
of  the  society,  was  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  In 
other  words,  the  question  was  whether  the  decision  in 
Duncan  v.  CAaw6er/ay«€,  reported  ante  Vol.  XL  p.  IS^ 
could  be  supported. 

Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
said  that,  where  an  assignment  was  made  of  a  suoi  of 
money  which  either  was  actually  due  or,  on  the  happen- 
ing of  a  future  event,  might  become  due  to  the  assignor, 
from  a  third  party,  notice  of  the  assignment  was  re- 
quired to  be  given  to  that  party  for  two  purposes;  first, 
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to  prevent  the  assignor  from  receiving  the  money  when 
it  became  payable ;  and,  secondly,  to  enable  a  purchaser, 
before  he  completed  his  purchase,  to  ascertain,  by  in- 
qairing  of  the  party  liable  to  pay  the  money,  whether  any 
prior  assignment  of  it  had  been  made :  that  an  assignment 
was  a  secret  transaction  between  the  parties  to  it ;  and 
the  Equitable  Assurance  Society  being  a  numerous  body, 
the  constructive  or  implied  notice  of  tlie  assignment  of  a 
policy  effected  in  their  oflBce,  which  was  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient in  Duncan  v.  Chamberlayne,  was  not  sufficient  for 
the  purposes  above  mentioned,  and,  consequently, had  not 
the  effect  of  taking  the  policy  out  of  the  order  and  dispo- 
sition of  the  assignor :  that  the  principle  of  constructive 
notice,  was  that  the  party  sought  to  be  affected  by  it,  was 
estopped,  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  from  deny- 
ing that  he  had  notice ;  and  it  was  upon  that  principle 
that  notice  to  one  partner,  was  held  to  be  notice  to  his 
copartners,  in  matters  relating  to  the  copartnersJiip  i 
that,  in  the  present  case,  Brassey  ceased  to  be  a  partner 
in  the  assurance  company,  as  soon  as  he  had  assigned 
his  policy.  Dearie  v.  Hall  (a) ;  Loveridge  v.  Cooper  (b) ; 
Williams  v.  Thorp  (c);  Ex  parte  Tennyson  {d);  Ex  parte 
Colvillie);  In  re  Styan(f);  Ex  parte  Arkwright  {g) ; 
Ex  parte  Wood{h);  Ex  parte  Price  (i);  Ex  parte  Wat- 
kins  (h)  ;  Ex  parte  Hennessey  (I) ;  Smith  v.  Smith  (w) ; 


(a)  3  Russ.  1. 

(6)  Ibid.  30. 

{€)  Ante,  Vol.  II.  p.  257. 

{d)  Mont.  &  Bligh,  67. 

(e)  Mont.  110. 

(J^  2  Mont.  Deac.  &  De 
Gex,  319,  and  1  Phill.  105. 

(g)  3  Mont.  Deac.  &c  De 
Oex9  129. 

Vol.  XIII.  K  K 


(A)  3  Mont.  Deac.  6i  De 
Gex,  315. 

(0  Ibid.  586. 

(k)  2  Mont.  &  Ayrt.  348. 

(/)  1  Conn.  &  Laws.  559, 
and  2  Dru.  &  V/ar.  555. 

(m)  2  Crompt.  ^  Mees. 
231. 


1845. 
Thompson 
Speirs. 
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1845.  Edwards  v.  ScoU{n);  Gibson  v.  Overburjf  {0) ;  Wati. 

'        '        '      Reid  ip) ;  Ex  parte  Wilkinson  (y). 
Thompson 

g     '  Mr.  Anderdon  and   Mr.  Colvill,  in  support  of  the 

injunction,  cited    Portfwuse   v.   Parker  (r);    Mooni, 
Dunn(s);  Bigaoldv.  Waterhouse  {I). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

All  the  assured  in  the  Equitable  Assurance  Office, 
are  copartners ;  and^  that  being  so,  the  question  is 
whether,  if  one  of  the  assured  assigns  his  policy,  the 
notice  which  the  law  presumes  every  partnership  to  have 
of  the  acts  of  its  members,  is  sufficient  to  take  the  sum 
secured  by  the  policy,  out  of  the  order  and  dispositioii 
of  the  assignor,  so  that  it  shall  not  pass,  to  his  assignees, 
in  the  event  of  his  becoming  bankrupt :  and  as  it  is 
admitted  that,  if  the  notice  to  which  I  have  alluded, 
would  have  prevented  the  office  from  paying  the  amount 
of  the  policy  to  the  assured,  the  amount  would  bate 
been  taken  out  of  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  as- 
signor, the  question  resolves  itself  into  this,  namely, 
whether  the  notice  would  have  had  the  effect  of  pre- 
venting the  office  from  paying  the  sum  insured,  to  the 
assignor. 

When  the  case  of  Duncan  v.  Chamberlayne  first  camie 
before  me,  the  question  whether  the  policy  did  not  re- 
main in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  m 
consequence  of  the  Equitable  Assurance  Society  not 
having  had  notice  of  the  assignment,  was  argued  upon 

(w)  2  Scott,  N.  R.  2G6,  and  (g)  Post,  475. 

1  Mann.  &  Gran.  962.  (r)  1  Campb.  N.  P.  C.  •«. 

(o)  7  Mees.  &  Wels.  555.  (5)  is  Meea.  &  Wel».fii55- 

(p)  2  Hare,  249.  {t)  1  Mau.  &  Sd.  255. 
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grounds  wholly  irrespective  of  the  fact  that,  by  the  1845. 

constitution   of  that  society,  all  the  assured  are  co-     '        '        ' 

partners.    That  fact  was  not  ascertained,  until  some       Thompson 

months  afterwards ;  and  then  both  parties  seem  to  have         ^ 

.  '  *^  Speirs. 

taken  it  for  granted  that  the  notice  of  the  assignment 

which  the  society  had  by  implication  of  law,  was  suffi- 
cient to  take  the  policy  out  of  the  order  and  disposition 
of  the  assignor.  According  to  the  best  of  my  recollec- 
tion, the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  was  not  discussed. 

On  reconsideration,  however,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
decision  in  Duncan  v.  CJuimberlayne  ought  not  to  be 
supported ;  because,  in  order  to  take  a  policy  of  hisur- 
ance  out  of  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  assignor,  it 
is  essential  to  the  interests  of  mankind,  that  something 
should  be  done  of  a  decisive  nature,  which  may  effec- 
tually prevent  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  to  any  other 
person  than  the  assignee.  The  Equitable  Assurance 
Company  is  a  very  numerous  and  wealthy  body,  and, 
therefore,  it  would  be  idle  to  say  that,  because  the  as- 
sured happens  to  be  a  member  of  the  company,  in  a 
legal  sense,  any  act  which  he  does  witli  reference  to  his 
own  particular  policy,  is  to  be  taken  to  be  a  partnership 
act,  so  as  to  affect  the  whole  body  with  notice  of  it. 
Formerly  the  Equitable  Assurance  Company  used  to 
take  no  notice  of  the  assignments  of  their  policies,  but 
now  it  appears  that  they  do. 

In  consequence  of  the  decision  in  Ex  parte  Hennessey, 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  I  had  a  conversation, 
a  few  days  ago,  with  his  Lordship  upon  the  subject; 
and  we  agreed  that  Courts  of  Equity  ought  to  lay  down 
some  rule  which  should  not  be  founded  on  so  unsub- 
stantial a  basis  as  the  technical  doctrine  of  implied  or 
constructive  notice,  but  which  should  make  it  morally 

K  K  2 


Speirs. 
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1845.  impossible  for  the  assignor  to  have  dominion  over  the 

policy,  without  the  assent  of  the  assignee. 
Thompson 

^'  I  have  read  over  the  case,  JEx  parte  TFt/Atnioii,  ia 

which  the  point  arose,  distinctly,  before  the  Chief  Judge 

in  bankruptcy,  and  His  Honor  considered  that  the  notice 

(which  was  the  same  as  that  in  the  present  case)  was 

not  sufficient. 

Having  regard,  then,  to  the  decisions  that  have  been 
made  in  England  and  in  Ireland,  I  am  bound  to  hoU 
that  the  notice  in  this  case  was  not  sufficient  to  take  the 
policy  out  of  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  these: — In  1808,  Mr. 
Brassey  effiscted  a  policy  in  the  Equitable  Assurance 
Office  ;  and,  several  years  afterwards,  upon  the  marriage 
ofhis  daughter,he  executed  an  assignment  of  it  to  Messrs. 
Thompson  6i  Farr^  by  which  one-fourth  of  the  proceeds 
was  settled  in  trust  for  his  daughter,  her  intended  hus- 
band, and  their  children.  It  appears  that  the  policy 
was  deposited,  for  the  purpose  of  security,  in  the  bank 
of  Lees,  Brassey  §f  Farr ;  and  as  Mr.  Brassey  was  a 
partner  in  the  bank,  he  must  have  had  access  to  the 
instrument.  Mr.  Farr,  the  trustee,  subsequently  died. 
The  bankruptcy  took  place  in  1835,  at  which  time  the 
policy  remained  under  the  dominion  of  the  bankrupts. 
Subsequently  some  of  the  Defendants,  advisedly  plI^ 
chased  the  policy  and  took  an  assignment  of  it  from 
the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts.  Mr.  Brassey  died  a 
short  time  since;  and  then  the  question  arose,  whether 
that  transaction  was  good  against  the  cestvi  que  trtsHh 
under  the  settlement. 

It  was  quite  right  to  bring  the  matter  before  the 
Court;  but  really  it  was  nothing  more  than  an  assign- 
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ment  of  a  policy  effected  in  the  Equitable  Assurance  1845. 

Office,  made  under  such  circumstances  that  no  one  can  "*        ' 

deny  that,  from  the  time  of  the  assignment  till    the       Thompson 
bankruptcy,  the  policy  remained  in  the  order  and  dis-         ^ 
position  of  the  bankrupt.     My  opinion,  therefore,  is 
that  the  injunction  ought  to  be  dissolved,  but  without 
costs. 

If  the  parties  feel  disposed  to  take  the  opinion  of  the 
Lard  Chancellor  on  the  case,  it  would  be  very  right 
that  they  should  do  so ;  as  the  point  is  of  such  import- 
ance, that  there  certainly  ought  to  be  no  doubt  upon  it. 
For  my  own  part,  however,  I  must  say  that  I  have  no 
doubt  whatever  upon  the  subject. 


IN  THE  COURT  OF  REVIEW.  ,845.. 

19th  March. 

Iq  the  Matter  of  WM.  BROMLEY,  a  Bankrupt.         * ' 

Policy  of 
Ex  parte  HENRY  WILKINSON*.  insyrance. 

Order  and 

In  May  1842,  Bromley  deposited  with  the  petitioner.  Notice. 

Wilkinson,  three  policies  of  insurance  on  his  life,  two        Bankrupt. 

of  which  he  had  effected  in  the  Rock,  and  the  third  in  Kotwithstand- 

i\^  Amicable  Office,  as  a  security  for  a  debt  of  4,500  Z.  ing  a  policy  of 

In  jaauary  1844,  Bromley  became  bankrupt,  and  his  j"\"''^/*^*^  ™^^ 

__  fected  with  a 

♦  The  Reporter  has  been  enabled,  by  the  kindness  of  his   mutual  in- 

friend  Mr.  Bacon,  to  give  the  above  statement  of  the  canc  surance  com- 
Ex  parte  Wilkinson^  wliich  was  cited  in  the  argument  and  pany,  exj  ress 
relied  on  in  the  judgment  in  the  preceding  case.  notice  of  a  de- 

^     ^  I  &  posit  of  it  by 

way  of  equitable 
mortgage,  must  be  given,  to  the  company,  in  order  to  take  it  out 
of  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  depositor. 
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1845.  assignees  claimed  the  policieg  on  the  ground  that  bo 

*        ^  express  notice  of  the  deposit  was  given^  to  the  offices, 

Jn  re  Broml^t,  before  ^h^  j^te  of  the>i^.     Under  these  circumstances, 
,,.  ^*^'  an  agreement  was   made  between  the  assignees  and 

Wtlktnson,  m  pursuance  of  which  the  pohcies  were  sola 
for  sums  amounting  to  %050L  in  the  whole;  and  Alt 
sum  was  paid  into  a  bank,  to  the  joint  account  of  thi 
assignees  and  Wilkinson. 

The  petition  insisted  that,  as  the   Rock  amd  tk 

Amicable  were  mtUual  insurance  companies,  no  notiet, 

other  than  such  as  was  incickni  to  the  deposit,  wet 

necessary  with  respect    to  any  of  the  policies,  tMi- 

much  as  Bromley,  by  force  of  the  policies,  became  eni 

was  a  member  of  the  companies  with  which  they  had 

been  effected.    The  petition  prayed  that  it  might  be 

referred,  to  the  Conmiissioner  acting  in  the  prosecntioQ 

of  the  fiat,  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due,  to  the 

petitioner,  in  respect  of  his  debt,  and  that  the  proceeds 

of  the  sale  of  the  policies,  or  such  part  thereof  as,  in  the 

judgment  of  the  Court,  the  petitioner  might  be  entitled 

to,  might  be  paid  to  him,  in  satisfaction,  so  fiir  as  the 

same  would  extend,  of  the  amount  to  be  found  due  oa 

taking  the  account. 

Petition  dismisGed. 

Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr.  Bacon  appeared  for  tb 
petition. 
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ELLIOTT  v.  TURNER.  1843: 

1st  June. 

IN  1837,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  letters  patent  for  cer-      ""^      '        ' 
tain  improvements  which  he  had  invented  in  the  manu-       QrdefaulL 

facture  of  covered  buttons.     In  1840,  he  established  

the  validity  of  his  patent,  in  an  action  brought  by  him,  ^J^^'^^''^,g®' 
against  one  Aston,  for  infringing  it.  wilful,  though 

it  may  have 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  22d  of  May  1841,  the  Jj^naUnd  h^^^^ 
Plaintiff  gave  license,  to  the  Defendants,  to  use  his  in-  arisen  from  for- 
▼ention,for  the  residue  of  the  term,  at  the  manufactory  getfulness. 

of  T.  H.  Haduck  in  Summer-larte,  Birmingham,  or  at 

,_         ,  ,  i^niiij.        Covenant, 

Bach  other  place  or  places  as  the  Defendants  should,  at      ^    . 

,  ^  .  .        ,         r  Equitvwill 

any  time  and  from  time  to  time  thereafter,  upon  givmg  intertere' in  the 

such  notice  to  the  Plaintiff  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  case  of  a  breach 

think  proper,  they  yielding  and  paying  to  the  Plain-  ^^Sunding 

tiff,  half  yearly,  on  the   24th  of  June  and  the  25tli  the  covenantee 

of  December,  as  or  for  rent  or  patent-dues  in  respect  might  not  have 

^    1      ,.  .  n        ,  »      recovered  da- 

01   the  licence,  at  the  rate  of  15/.  per  cent,  on  the  maees  for  it,  at 

net  selling  price  of  the  buttons  made  by  them  accord-  law. 

iDg   to  the   patent :    and   they   covenanted,  with   the     ^^  ?elieve^' 

Plaintiff,  that  they  would,  during  the  continuance  of  against  a  breach 

the  licence,  render  to  the  Plaintiff,  within  one  calendar  of  covenant, 

month  next  after  the  25th  of  March  and  the  29th  of  ^^^^  ^f  money 

September  in  each  year,  a  just  and  true  account  or  par-  will  be  an  ade- 

ticular  in  writing  (in  the  form  contained  in  the  second  ^"?  ^  ^or^lt^ 

schedule  to  the  indenture)  of  the  quantities,  numbers 

and  value  of  the   buttons  made  by  them,  under  the 

licence,  in  the  preceding  half  year,  specifying  the  prices 

for   which  the  SEune  were   sold,   and  the   dates   and 

amounts  of  sales,  ,and  the  amount  of  rent  or  patent-dues 

payable  in  respect  of  the  same ;  and  that  they  would, 
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1 843.  within  two  calendar  months  next  after  the  renderinj 


0 


Elliott 


of  every  such  account,  pay  the  Plaintiff  the  sum  or 
sums  of  money  thereby  appearing  to  be  due ;  and  that 
TuRKER.  ^'^^y  would,  from  time  to  time  when  thereunto  required 
by  the  Plaintiff,  produce  to  him  all  books,  accounts  &c 
relating  to  the  buttons  so  made  as  aforesaid,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  him  to  examine  and  check  every  account 
so  to  be  rendered  as  aforesaid ;  and  also  would  give  to 
certain  persons  therein  named,  free  access  and  liberty 
to  enter  Hasluck's  manufactory  and  premises,  or  such 
other  manufactory  whereat  the  patent  business  should 
be  carried  on  for  the  time  being,  to  inspect  the  method 
there  used  in  manufacturing  buttons  and  the  quantities 
and  values  thereof;  and  that,  one  month  before  they 
removed  their  business  from  Hasluck's  manufactory  in 
Summer-lane,  to  any  other  manufactory,  they  would 
give  the  Plaintiff  notice  of  their  intention  so  to  do,  and 
that  such  notice  should  contain  a  description  of  such 
other  manufactory. 

Provided  that,  in  case  the  Defendants  should  be  guilty 
of  any  wilful  neglect  or  default,  in  the  performance  or 
observance  of  any  of  the  covenants  or  agreements 
therein  contained  on  their  parts,  it  should  be  lawful,  for 
the  Plaintiff,  by  any  writing  under  his  hand  to  be  de- 
livered to  them  or  left  at  their  counting-house  or  other 
usual  place  of  business,  to  revoke  and  absolutely  make 
void  the  licence,  and  that,  upon  the  delivery  of  such 
revocation,  the  licence  should  be  absolutely  void  to  all 
intents  and  purposes.  Provided  always  that,  in  case 
there  should  be  any  such  neglect  or  default  as  last 
aforesaid,  but  the  Plaintiff  should  not  think  proper  to 
revoke  the  licence  in  pursuance  of  the  preceding  proviso, 
he  should  be  at  liberty  to  exercise  such  power  of  revo- 
cation in  case  of  any  subsequent  neglect  or  default  of 


CASES    IN   CHANCERY. 

the  Defendants,  and  so,  toties  qtwties,  as  often  as  any 
such  neglect  or  default  should  be  made  or  happen. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  in  May  1843,  alleged  that 
the  Defendants  did  not,  within  one  calendar  month 
next  after  the  25th  of  March  1843,  render,  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, a  just  and  true,  or  any  account  or  particular  in 
writing,  of  the  quantities,  numbers  and  value  of  the 
buttons  made  by  them,  under  the  licence,  in  the  pre- 
ceding half  year ;  and  that,  without  giving  the  Plaintiff 
any  notice  of  their  intention  to  quit  HaslucKs  manufac- 
tory in  Summer-lanej  they  had  removed  to  another  manu- 
factory of  his  in  Princess-street, Birmingham ;  and,  thereby 
and  by  other  acts  and  omissions  mentioned  in  the  bill, 
they  became  and  were  guiltj/  of  wilful  neglect  or  default 
in  the  performance  or  observance  of  all  or  some  of  the 
covenants  and  agreements  in  the  indenture  or  licence 
contained  on  their  parts  ;  whereby  the  Plaintiff  became 
entitled  to  exercise  the  power  of  revoking  the  licence 
reserved  to  him  by  the  indenture ;  and,  accordingly,  on 
the  27th  of  April  1843,  he  served  the  Defendants  with 
a  notice  of  revocation.  But,  nevertheless,  they  con- 
tinued to  manufacture  buttons  in  infringement  of  the 
Plaintiff's  patent  right.  The  bill  prayed,  amongst  other 
things,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from 
making  or  selling  any  covered  buttons  according  to  the 
Plaintiff's  invention,  during  the  term  of  fourteen  years 
granted  by  the  letters  patent ;  and,  if  necessary,  that 
the  licence  might  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 
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The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  admitted  that  they 
did  not,  within  one  calendar  month  next  after  the  25th 
March  1843,  render,  to  the  Plaintiff,  a  just  and  true  or 
liny  account  or  particular  in  writing  of  the  quantities, 
numbers  and  value  of  the  buttons  made  by  them,  under 
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the  licence^  in  the  preceding  half  year ;  but  tbey  said  that 
omission  to  render  such  account,  was  accidental  and  kjux- 
tentional  on  their  parts,  and  was  occasioned  by  the  unin- 
tentional and  accidental  neglect  of  Edward  Lacey,  their 
clerk  at  Birmingham,  whose  duty  it  was  to  have  made  out 
such  account,  and  to  have  seen  that  the  same  was  pro- 
perly delivered  to  the  Plaintiff,  within  one  calendar  month 
from  the  25th  of  March  1843 :  and  the  Defendant  Jama 
Turnery  who  was  the  resident  partner  of  the  I>efeiidaiitB' 
Birmingham  house,  said,  and  the  other  Defendants  be- 
lieved it  to  be  true,  that  James  Turner,  about  the  middle 
of  April  1843,  told  Lacey  not  to  forget  to  make  oat  and 
deliver  the  Plaintiff's  account,  by  the  26th ;  and  tlie 
Defendants  fully  believed  that  such  account  would  htfe 
been  made  out  and  rendered  in  due  time,  as  the  same  had 
been  on  former  occasions ;  and  the  Defendants  did  not 
know  that  it  had  not  been  delivered  until  the  26th  instead 
of  the  25th  of  April  1843,  until  after  the  Plaintiff  had 
served  his  notice  of  revocation  dated  the  27th  of  April; 
since  which  time  the  Defendants  had  been  informed 
by  Lacey,  and  they  believed  that  he  had,  tkrtmgk 
forgetfulness,  omitted  to  make  out  the  account  before 
the  25th  April  1843,  and  that  he  was  reminded  of  such 
omission,  on  that  day,  by  receiving  an  account  from  the 
Plaintiff  which  he  was  bound  to  render  to  the  Defendants 
within  one  calendar  month  after  the  25th  of  March 
1843;  and,  accordingly,  Lacey  forthwith  proceeded  to 
make  out  the  account  of  the  Defendants,  and,  on  th 
following  day,  caused  such  account  to  be  delivered  to 
the  Plaintiff;  and  such  account,  although  not  in  the 
form  pointed  out  by  the  second  schedule  to  the  deed  of 
licence,  was  in  the  same  form  as  the  accounts  which  had 
been  before  rendered  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Defendants, 
under  their  licence-deed,  and  which  the  Plaintiff  had 
accepted,  adopted,  approved  of  and  acted  upon  by  inves- 
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tigating  the  same,  and^  afterwards,  receiving  the  amount 
of  licence-dues  appearing  thereby  to  be  due  to  him; 
and  the  Plaintiff  never,  as  the  Defendants  believed, 
objected  to  the  form  of  such  accounts,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  at  all  times,  expressed  himself  satisfied  there- 
with :  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  deed,  the  monies  which, 
bjf  the  account  eo  rendered  to  the  Plaintiff  on  the  26/A 
instead  of  the  26M  of  April  1848,  were  due  from  the 
Drfendants,  were  not  payable  by  them  until  the  24th  June 
then  next,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff  had  not  «its- 
tained  any  damage  or  injury  whatsoever  by  reason  that 
the  account  wets  unintentionally  omitted  to  be  delivered  to 
him  ufitil  the  2^th  of  April  1848 ;  and,  as  to  the  form 
of  the  account,  the  Defendants  submitted  and  insisted 
that,  although  the  same  was  not  according  to  the  form 
contained  in  the  second  schedule  to  the  licence-deed, 
yet  the  Plaintiff  had  assented  to  the  account  being  de- 
livered in  such  form,  by  having  received  and  acted  upon 
the  former  accounts  of  the   Defendants  which  were 
delivered  in  the  same  form ;  and  they  denied  that  they 
intended,  in  any  way,  to  commit  a  breach  of  the  cove- 
nants contained  in  the  deed,  by  delivering  the  account 
in  a  form  different  from  that  prescribed  by  the  deed ; 
but  the  same  was  adopted  as  being  more  convenient, 
and  from  having  been,  on  former  occasions,  assented  to 
by  the  Plaintiff  as  before  stated. 


1843. 
Elliott 

Turner. 


With  respect  to  the  other  breach  of  covenant  before 
mentioned,  the  Defendants  said  that  Hasluck,  in  No- 
vember 1842,  purchased  certain  premises  in  Princess- 
street^  Birmingham,  and  had  possession  thereof  about 
Christmas  following ;  and  that,  for  several  months  be- 
fore, he  had  been  making  arrangements  for  removing  his 
manufactory  from  Summer^lane  to  Princess^street :  that 
he  was  a  manufacturer  of  all  kinds  of  covered  buttons. 
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and  employed  upwards  of  two  hundred  workmen ;  and 
the  removal  of  his  business  from  Summer^'lane  to  Prtii- 
cesS'Streetf  had  been  and  was  notorious  in  Birmingham^ 
and  had  been,  for  some  time,  as  the  Defendants  beheved, 
well  known  to  the  Plaintiff:  thaij  ufiinieniionally  aad 
tkroughforgetfulnen  of  the  terms  of  the  covenant  in  that 
behalf  contained  in  the  licence-^eed,  they  omitted  togife 
tlie  Plaintiff  the  required  notice  of  Hasluck*B  intended 
removal:  but  they  submitted  and  insisted  that  sadi 
omission  had  produced  no  injuty  to  the  Plaintiff;  and 
that,  even  if  it  should  be  deemed  a  breach  of  covenant 
at  law,  it  would  not  and  ought  not  to  operate,  in  a  coist 
of  equity,  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  licence ;  for  the  objeet 
for  which  such  notice  was  required  to  be  given,  was  that 
the  inspectors  named  in  the  licence-deed,  might  bate 
the  means  of  access  to  the  manufactory,  so  as  to  see 
the  mode  of  manufacture  adopted  by  Haduck ;  biA  iht 
Plaintiff  had  never  required  that  any  of  the  inspecton 
should  exercise  such  right  at  either  of  the  manufactories; 
but  such  access  would  have  been  given  immediately,  if 
the  same  had  been  required. 


Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Campbelly  for  the  Plaintiff,  now 
moved  for  an  injunction  according  to  the  prayer  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  Daniel  appeared  for 
the  Defendants. 

The  ViCE-ClIANCELLOR  : 

I  must  say  that  this  appears  to  me  to  be  as  clear 
a  case  upon  the  answer  as  I  almost  ever  saw. 


The  deed  of  licence  contains  a  covenant  that  the 
Turners  would,  during  the  continuance  of  the  licence 
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thereby  granted,  render,  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  1843. 

administrators  and  assigns,  within  one  calendar  month 
next  after  the  26th  day  of  March  and  the  29th  day 
of  September  in  each  year,  a  just  and  true  account  or 
particular  in  writing  &c. ;  and,  lastly,  it  contains  a 
covenant  that  the  Turners  shall  and  will,  within  one 
calendar  month  previous  to  their  commencing  to  use  or 
exercise  the  invention  for  which  the  aforesaid  letters 
patent  were  granted,  at  or  upon  any  other  manufactory 
than  the  present  manufactory  of  Thomas  Hintou  Has- 
bick,  situate  in  Summer-lane,  Birmingham,  give,  to  the 
Plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  or 
Wve  at  his  or  their  usual  place  of  abode,  notice  in 
writing  under  their  hands  &c.  And  then  it  is  provided 
that,  in  case  the  said  William  Hammond  Turner,  James 
Turner  and  Henry  Turner,  their  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, should  be  guilty  of  any  wilful  neglect  or  default 
in  the  performance  or  observance  of  all  or  any  of  the 
covenants  or  agreements  contained  therein  on  the  part 
of  the  said  William  Hammond  Turner,  James  Turner, 
and  Henry  Turner,  their  executors  or  administrators, 
then  and  in  any  such  case,  it  should  and  might  be  lawful 
for  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
by  any  writing  under  his  or  their  hand  or  hands,  to  be 
delivered  to  the  said  W.  H.  Turner,  J.  Turner  and 
JHT.  Turner,  their  executors  or  administrators,  or  left  at 
their  counting  house  or  usual  place  of  business  for  the 
time  being,  to  revoke  and  absolutely  make  void  the 
licence. 

Now  I  apprehend  that,  in  the  view  of  a  court  of 
equity,  where  there  has  been  a  breach  of  covenants 
such  as  are  contained  in  this  deed  of  licence,  where 
recompence  cannot  be  made  by  payment  of  money,  the 
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Court  does  not  interfere  to  relieve  the  party  from  the 
breach  he  has  committed. 

In  the  case  of  Reynolds  v.  Pitt  (a)  that  question  wai 
very  much  discussed.  It  first  came  before  Sir  W. 
Grant,  and,  afterwards,  on  appeal,  before  Lord  £/<fat; 
and  Lord  Eldon  went,  very  laboriously,  through  a  long 
series  of  cases,  in  order  to  show  that  this  Court  will  not 
relieve,  except  in  a  case  where  payment  of  money  my 
be  a  compensation  for  the  defeult  that  has  takoi  place. 
In  that  case  the  covenant  was  to  insure,  and,  there 
having  been  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  the  lessor  brought 
an  ejectment :  and  it  was  held  that  the  insurance  after 
the  breach  had  been  committed,  could  have  no  effect 
whatever  in  curing  the  breach. 

With  respect  to  what  has  been  said,  namely,  that 
this  Court  ought  not  to  act  upon  the  breaches  which 
have  taken  place,  because,  if  an  action  or  actions  were 
brought,  damages  might  not  be  recovered,  I  have  to  ob- 
serve that  that  is  not  the  rule  of  this  Court;  because  I 
can  easily  conceive  that,  in  a  case  like  Reynolds  v.  Pitt, 
if  the  insurance  ought  to  have  been  made  on  the  Wed- 
nesday and  was  not,  and  an  insurance  was  made  on  the 
Thursday,  if  an  action  had  been  brought  on  the  co- 
venant, the  jury  might  take  into  their  consideration 
that  the  insurance  on  the  Thursday,  when  no  fire  had 
happened  on  the  Wednesday,  was  as  good  as  an 
insurance  on  the  Wednesday;  and  might,  perbapS) 
give  no  damages. 

Now  let  us  consider  what  has  taken  place  in  this 


(a)  19  Ves.  134. 
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sase.  It  is  admitted  that  the  account  wlucb,  according 
to  one  of  the  covenants  in  the  deed  of  licence,  the 
Defendants  ought  to  have  rendered  to  the  Plaintiff  on 
the  26th  of  April  lB43y  was  not  delivered  until  afler 
that  day;  and  that  the  notice  which,  according  to 
another  of  the  covenants,  they  ought  to  have  given,  to 
tiie  Plaintiff,  of  their  intention  to  use  his  invention  at 
another  manufactory  than  that  mentioned  in  the  deed, 
was  not  given  at  all.  The  Defendants^  by  way  of 
defence  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  Plaintiff,  allege  that 
those  breaches  of  covenant  were  accidental  and  unin- 
tentional on  their  parts,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  has  not 
sustained  any  damage  thereby.  In  my  opinion,  how- 
ever, the  defence  so  made,  affords  no  ground  whatever 
for  this  Court's  refusing  to  interfere  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiff,  provided  he  was  authorized,  by  the  terms  of 
the  deed,  to  revoke  the  licence.  In  order  to  determine 
that  question,  it  is  necessary  to  determine  what  is  the 
meaning  of  the  word  '  wilful : '  for  the  right  to  re- 
voke the  licence  was  to  arise  only  in  case  the  Messrs. 
Tymer  should  be  guilty  of  any  wilful  neglect  or  default 
in  doing  any  of  the  acts  which  they  had  covenanted, 
simply  and  unconditionally,  to  do.  In  my  opinion  the 
word,  '  wilful,'  can  have  no  other  meaning  than, 
'spontaneous:'  and,  if  the  neglect  or  default  in  this 
pfkse,  arose  from  the  voluntary  act  of  the  parties,  either 
ail^^ke  or  asleep  with  reference  to  their  rights  and 
interests,  and  did  not  at  all  arise  from  the  pressure  of 
external  circumstances  over  which  they  could  have  no 
control,  I  apprehend  that  the  neglect  or  default  was 
wilful.  I  must  observe,  with  very  great  deference  to  so 
great  a  person  as  Lord  Erskine,  that,  in  my  opinion,  he 
has  not  quite  correctly  defined  wilfulness*:  because, 

*  His  Honor  did  not  mention  the  case  in  which  the  defi- 
nition was  given. 


1843. 


Elliott 
Turner. 
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according  to  him,  aaless  there  is  an  actiTe  conscioo^- 
ness,  all  along  accompanying  the  act,  there  is  nothing 
wilful.  Therefore,  there  might  be  the  most  stupid 
neglect  of  the  covenants  contained  in  a  lease  or  any 
other  instrument  similar  to  the  one  now  before  me ;  and 
then,  because  there  was  not  an  active  consciousness,  all 
along,  that  the  party  was  doing  wrong,  or  was  not 
doing  that  which  he  was  bound  to  do,  it  would  not  be 
held  to  be  wilful.  I  cannot  think  that  that  is  the 
meaning  of  the  word. 

Now  these  Defendants,  in  their  answer,  say:  that 
Mr.  James  Turner,  who  is  the  resident  partner  of  their 
Birmingham  house,  did,  about  the  middle  of  April  1843, 
tell  their  clerk,  Edward  Lacey,  not  to  forget  to  make 
out  and  deliver  the  Plaintiff's  account  by  the  26th; 
and  that  the  Defendants  fully  believed  that  sach 
account  would  have  been  made  out  and  rendered  to  the 
Plaintiff  in  due  time,  as  the  same  had  been  on  former 
occasions;  and  that  the  Defendants  did  not  nor  did 
any  of  them  know  that  the  account  had  not  been  de- 
livered until  the  26th  instead  of  the  25th  of  April, 
until  after  the  Plaintiff  had  served  his  notice  of  revoca- 
tion of  the  27th  of  April,  since  which  time  the  De* 
fendant  James  Turner  had  been  informed  by  Lacey,  and 
which  information  the  other  Defendants  believed  to  be 
true,  that  Laceg  had,  through  forgetfulness,  oimtted  to 
make  out  such  account  before  the  25th  of  April ;  and 
that  he  was  reminded  of  such  omission  on  the  25th  of 
April,  by  receiving,  on  that  day,  an  account  from  the 
Plaintiff,  of  the  several  articles  sold  by  him  under  his 
tissue  licence  ;  and  which  account,  by  the  terms  of  that 
licence,  he  was  bound  to  render  to  the  Defendants 
within  one  calender  month  adcr  the  25th  of  March 
1843;  and,  accordingly,  Lacey,  as  the  Defendants  had 
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been  informed  and  believed,  forth  with  proceeded  to 
make  out  the  account  of  the  Defendants  pursuant  to  their 
licence,  and  made  out  and  completed  the  same  forth- 
with. And  then  the  answer  goes  on  to  state  that,  on 
the  following  day,  namely,  on  the  26th  of  April,  Lacei/ 
caused  the  account  to  be  delivered.  It  seems,  there- 
fore, that  the  omission  to  deliver  the  account  on  the 
26th  of  April,  arose  from  the  forgetfulness  of  Lacey  : 
bat  the  utter  want  of  care,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants, 
to  see  that  that  thing  which  Lacey  was  told  to  do,  was 
performed  according  to  their  order,  is  left  wholly  unac- 
counted for.  I  must  say  that  the  neglect  of  the  clerk, 
was  the  neglect  of  the  partners,  if  the  partners  chose  to 
rely  on  the  clerk  to  do  that  which  they  were  bound  to 
do.  And  it  is  clear  to  me  that  there  was  a  wilful 
default,  with  respect  to  delivering  the  account  in  time ; 
for  the  Defendants  were  not  acted  upon  by  any  external 
circumstances.  They  might  have  delivered  it  if  they 
had  pleased ;  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  them  from 
doing  so.  There  was,  on  their  part,  spontaneous,  and, 
therefore,  wilful  negligence. 


1843. 


Elliott 

TURMBR. 


Then,  with  respect  to  the  other  breach  of  covenant. 
They  say :  "  they  have  been  informed  and  believe  that 
Thomoi  Hinton  Hculuck,  in  November  last,  purchased 
certain  premises  in  Princess-street^  JBirmingham;  and 
that  he  had  possession  thereof  about  Christmas  last ; 
and  that,  for  several  months  last  past,  he  has  been 
making  arrangements  for  removing  his  manufactory 
from  Summer^lane  to  Princess  street :  that  the  said  T, 
JET.  Hasluck  is  a  manufacturer  of  all  kinds  of  covered 
buttons,  and  employs,  in  his  business,  a  considerable 
number  of  workpeople  (upwards,  as  the  Defendants 
believe,  of  200) ;  and  such  removal  has  been  and  is 
notorious  in  the  town  of  Birmingham,  and  has.  been. 
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1843.         for  some  time,  as  the  Defendants  believe,  well  known  to 

""""■"        '     the  Plaintiff!"    But  the  (act  that  the  Plaintiff*  might, 

^"^"       aliunde,  have  had  knowledge  of  the  circumstance,  did 

TuRiiER.       ^^^  release  the  licencees  from  their  express  obligation  to 

give  him  the  notice  stipulated. 

Although  it  may  be  perfectly  true  that,  if  the  Ptain- 
tiff^  instead  of  giving  the  notice  of  revocation,  which,  bjr 
the  terms  of  the  licence-deed  he  was  authorized  to  giie, 
had  brought  an  action  against  the  Defendants,  he  might 
not  have  recovered  damages;  yet,  I  apprehend  that, 
according  to  the  principles  of  a  court  of  equity,  that 
circumstance  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  his  right 
to  determine  the  licence. 

And  as  the  answer  clearly  admits  that  the  breaches 
of  covenant  alleged  by  the  bill,  have  been  committed ; 
and  as  it  is  not  disputed  that  the  Plaintiff  has  exer- 
cised his  right  to  revoke  the  licence,  in  the  manner 
pointed  out  by  the  deed,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  that  I  must  take  it  that  the  licence  is 
determined  ;  and,  if  the  licence  is  determined,  it  cannot 
be  competent  to  the  former  licencees,  to  be  carrying 
on  the  bu8iness  as  if  the  Ucence  were  still  in  existence. 
And  my  opinion,  therefore,  is  that  the  injunction  that 
is  asked,  ought  to  be  granted. 
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THE  MARQUIS  OF  HERTFORD  v.  SUISSE.  i?45:  , 

4th  and  8lli 
Nov. 

1  HE   Defendant,  after  answering  the   original  bill| 

went  to  reside  abroad.     Subsequently,  the   Plaintiff      May  iSak 

amended  his  bill,  and,  in  August  1846,  served  the  sub-        Practice. 

pcBna  to  appear  to  and  answer  the  amended  bill,  on  the      Appearance, 

Defendant's  solicitor,  under  the  20th  General  Order  of  ^^  appearance 

3d  April  1828  and   the  3l8t  General  Order  of  261h  cannot  be  en- 
£\  4,  V.     ,o^«  teredfora  De- 

October  1842.  fendanttoan 

amended  bill. 

No  appearance  having  been  entered  for  the  Defen-  ""^^  f^M^^'** 

dant,  1845,  where  the 

subpoena  has 

h^Ctl  SfiPVCFu 

Mr.  Schombergj  on  the  4th  of  November  1845,  moved  ^^^  j^i^  ^\\^^ 
for  leave  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  Defendant  tor. 
under  tlie  29th  General  Order  of  the  8th  May  1845. 
He  admitted  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  words  of 
that  Order,  but  submitted  that  it  was  within  the  spirit 
of  it  when  taken  in  connexion  with  the  26th  Order  of 
the  same  date. 

The  Vice-chancellor y  after  having  conferred  with  the 
At  aster  of  the  Rolls  and  Vice-chancellor  Wigram^ 
held  that  the  case  was  omitted  to  be  provided  for  by 
the  last-mentioned  Orders,  and  refused  the  motion. 


LL  2 
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1845 : 
M.T. 


New  Orders  of 
May  1845. 

Practice. 
Appearance. 

Where  the  sub- 
pcena  to  appear 
and  answer  liad 
been  served  in 
August  18459 
the  Court  re- 
fused to  allow 
an  appearance 
to  be  entered 
under  the  sgth 
order  of  May 
1845,  on  a  mo- 
tion without 
notice. 


WALKER  V.  HURST. 

RICHARDS  V.  JAMES. 

INiMAN  V.  HOLDEN. 

In  these  causes  the  subpoenas  to  appear  and  answer, 
had  been  served  in  July  and  August  1845,  and,  conse- 
quently,  several  weeks  before  the  new  Orders  of  the 
8th  of  May  1845,  came  into  operation.  During  Mi- 
chaelmas Term  following,  applications  were  made  for 
leave  to  enter  appearances  for  the  Defendants  in  the 
causes,  under  the  29th  of  those  Orders. 

The  Vice-chancellor ^  after  consulting  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  and  Viee- Chancellor  Wigram,  refused  the 
applications,  and  said  that  either  new  subpoenas  mnst 
be  served,  or  the  applications  must  be  made  upon 
notice. 


The  motions  were  made  by  Mr.  Tillotson,  Mr.  Hislop 
Clarke  and  Mr.  Simons. 
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FELTHAM  v.  CLARKE.  1845: 

15th  Nov. 


vJN  a  motion  made^  by  Mr.  Shapter,  for  leave  to  enter  New  Orders  of 

a  memorandum  of  the  service  of  a  copy  of  the  bill  in  -^i^  *?45» 

this   cause,   under   the   24th   Order    of  26th    August  Service  of  omy 

I84I9  it  appeared  that  the  bill  was  filed  on  the  11th  ^'^* 

of  June    1846,  and    that    the  copy  of  it  was  served  Memorandum 

on  the  16th  of  October  following,  and,  consequently,  of  serving  copy 

not  within  twelve  weeks  from  the  filing  of  the  bill.  ^»"»  allowed  to 

°  be  entered 

afler  the  orders 
The  Vice-Chancellor  granted  the  motion,  saying  that  of  May  1845 

the  second  article  of  the  16th  Order  of  May  1845,  did  J^o^  aUhou'li* 

not  apply,  because  the  copy  of  the  bill  was  served  the  service 

before  the  day  on  which  the  Orders  of  May  came  into  J^^^^^d  have 
\    ,  ^  J       .  1^       J        been  bad,  if 

operation,  and  that  what  was  good  prior  to  that  day,  made  afler  those 

remained  so.  orders  took 

effect. 
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1845: 
27th  Nov. 

Nfw  OrJfrs  rf 

May  1845. 

Practice. 

Smbi  cen-i  to 

rejoin. 
Dismissal. 

Replication 
filed  in  July 
1845;  in  ^fo- 
Tember  follow- 
ing DeTendant 
moTed  to  dit- 
miw.     After 
notice  aenred, 
but  before 
motion  made^ 
Plaintiff  filed 
subpcena  to 
rejoin. — Held 
that,  though  the 
replication  waa 
filed  liefore  the 
new  orders  of 
Majr  1845,  took 
effect,  the  filing 
of  the  subpcena 
to  reioin,  was 
a  nullity,  under 
the  93d  of  those 
orders ;  but  the 
Court  refused 
to  grant  the 
motion;  and 
ordered  a  fresli 
replication  to 
be  filed  without 
delay. 


LOVELL  V.  BLEW*. 

On  the  8th  of  July  1844.  the  Plaint'ifT  filed  a  replica- 
tion without  serving  a  subpoena  to  rejoin.  On  the  l(Hh 
of  November  1845,  the  Defendant  served  a  notice  of 
motion  to  dismiss,  for  the  13th.  On  the  12tb,  the 
Plaintiff  served  a  subpoena  to  rejoin. 

Mr.  Schomberg,  on  this  day,  moved  to  dismiss  par- 
suant  to  the  notice;  and  submitted  that  the  subpoeni 
to  rejoin  was  a  nullity,  as  it  was  abolished  by  the  S^ 
Order  of  May  1845 ;  and  that,  if  the  Plaintiff  unde^ 
took  to  speed,  publication  must  be  ordered  to  pass  ob 
the  expiration  of  two  months  from  the  2Bth  of  October 
1845  ;  as,  under  the  new  Orders,  the  replication  mut 
be  considered  to  have  been  filed  on  that  day. 

Mr.  Craig,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  all  the 
proceedings  in  the  suit,  must  be  regulated  by  the  old 
practice,  and  that  the  subpoena  to  rejoin  was  regular; 
and  that  the  Af.  R.  had  decided  that  the  93d  Order  of 
May  1845,  applied  only  to  cases  where  the  replication 
had  been  filed  since  the  new  Orders  of  that  date,  came 
into  operation. 

The  Vice-Clmncelhr  said  that  he  did  not  think  that 
Uie  M,  R.  could  have  so  decided;  as  the  93d  Onler 
plainly  directed  that  no  subpoena  was  to  be  thereafter 
issued  ;  and  thai  it  was  wrong  to  issue  it  in  the  present 


*  Ej  rcLtione. 
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case :  that  the  proper  course  was  to  file  a  fresh  replica-  1B45. 

tion,  and  then  the  cause  would  proceed  according  to  the 
directions  pointed  out  by  the  new  Orders.  His  Honor 
refused  to  give  the  Defendants  their  costs  of  the  motion^  Blew. 

and  ordered  the  replication  to  be  filed  on  the  next  day. 


ROUTLEDGE  v.  GIBSON.  1845: 

I4lh  December. 
N  this  case  replication  was  filed  on  the  4th  of  April      ^        ^        * 

1845,  and  no  proceeding  in  the  cause  having  been  since         Practice. 
taken,  Km  Orders  f^ 

'  May  1845. 

Dumwal, 
Mr.  Simons,  for  the  Defendant,  moved,  before  Vict- 
Charicellor  Wigram^  under  the  old  practice  as  it  existed 
prior  to  the  Orders  of  April  1828,  to  dismiss  the  bill  for 
want  of  prosecution. 

Mr.  Hubbaek  was  instructed  to  appear  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  to  undertake  to  speed  (a). 

His  Honor  refused  to  grant  the  motion,  but  ordered 
the  Plaintiff  to  file  a  fresh  replication. 

(a)  The  undertaking  to  speed  is  abolished  by  the  new 
Orders  of  May  1845. 
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BAILEY  V.  FORD. 

1  HE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  put  an  end  to  a  part- 
nership in  the  business  of  a  chemist  and  druggist,  which 
had  existed  between  the  parties  since  some  time  in  1839, 
and  was  intended  to  continue  for  twenty-one  years.  It 
appeared  that  the  partnership  was  insolvent,  and  that  its 
embarrassments  were  daily  increasing.  Under  those 
circumstances, 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Slinton,  on  the  coming  in  of  the 
answer,  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  a  proper 
person  might  be  appointed  to  sell  the  business,  to  col- 
lect the  debts,  and  to  satisfy  the  demands  upon  the 
partnership. 

Mr.  Prior,  for  the  Defendant,  said  that  the  Plaintiff 
was,  in  effect,  asking  the  Court  to  do  on  motion,  what 
could  not  be  done  except  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause, 
namely,  to  put  an  end  to  the  partnership.  Oliver  v. 
Hamilton  (a) ;  Chapman  v.  Beach  (6). 


1843: 
loth  June. 

'^ V ' 

Partnership 

Dissolution. 

Motion. 

The  aflairs  of  a 
partnership 
being  embar- 
rassed, and 
daily  growing 
worse,  the 
Court,  on  mo- 
tioHy  appointed 
a  person  to  sell 
the  business 
and  wind  up 
the  affairs  of  the 
partnershrp. 


(a)  2  Anstr.  453. 
Vol.  XIII. 


(Jb)  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  594. 

M  M 
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1843. 


Bailey 
Ford. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

Although  the  general  rule  is  that  the  Court  will  not 
grant,  on  motion,  that  relief  which  ought  to  be  granted 
at  the  hearing,  yet  it  will  do  so  in  some  cases.  It 
appears  that  the  aiTairs  of  the  partnership  are  daily 
growing  worse,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  infer,  firom  whit 
is  stated  in  the  Defendant's  answer,  that  they  will  erer 
improve.  Under  those  circumstances,  I  shall  make  an 
order  in  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  motion. 


1843: 
10th  June. 


HUGHES  V.  EVANS. 


liekulting  trust, 

Heir 

and  devisee. 

Will. 

Consirudion. 

Truht. 


John  EVANS  by  his  will,  dated  the  6th  of  April 
1824,  gave,  devised,  limited  and  appointed  all  his  mes- 
suages, lands,  hereditaments  and  premises,  both  (nt- 
hold  and  leasehold,  in  the  counties  of  Carnarvon  and 
Anglesey y  and  all  his  other  real  estates:  "Uuto«jf 
T  tato^  •  1  ^^^  dutiful  and  respectful  nephew,  Evan  Evans,  atto^ 
ney-at-law,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  upon  tk 
trusts  and  for  the  uses  following,  that  is  to  say,  intrust 
that  he  shall  and  will  permit  and  suffer  Miss  Martj 
Owen,  now  taking  care  of  my  house,  and  her  assigWy 
to  have,  possess  and  enjoy  the  messuage,  lands,  orckaris 
and  plantations  called  Helen  Bank,  which  I  give  and 
devise  to  her  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life 
I  do  hereby  direct  that  they,  the  said  Evan  Evans  and 
Mary  Owen,  shall  and  may  live  in  my  dwelling-bonce 
in  the  town  of  Carnarvon  *,  as  long  as  they  shall  think 


all  his  freehold 
estates  to  his 
most  dutiful 
and  respectful 
nephew  E.  E. 
'*  upon  the 
trusts  and  for 
the  uses  fol- 
lowing;" but 
did  not  declare 
any  use  or  trust 
except  as  to 
one  of  his 
estates. — Held, 
from  the  con- 
text of  the  will 


*  This  was  a  leasehold  house. 


and  a  codicil 

thereto,  that  there  was  no  resulting  trust  in  favour  of  his  son  and 

heir,  as  to  any  part  of  his  estates. 
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prudent,  and  have  the  use  of  the  furniture  therein ;  the 
Baid  Evan  Etmns  having  the  exclusive  and  separate  use 
of  all  the  offices :  but,  if  they  think  it  more  to  their 
advantage  to  go  to  separate  lodgings,  that  they  may  set 
the  house,  ready  furnished,  for  their  joint  benefit,  for 
two  years ;  then  they  may  sell  the  household  furniture 
and  all  efiects  therein,  for  their  joint  benefit,  except  the 
law  and  other  books,  which  I  give  to  him,  the  said 
EfHiH  Evans,  alone.  I  hereby  direct  the  said  Evan 
Evans,  his  heirs,  exeaitors  or  administrators,  to  pay  to 
her,  the  said  JIfary  Owen,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
her  natural  life,  as  a  compensation  for  the  great  care 
she  has  taken  of  my  house  and  attention  to  my  person 
during  illness,  over  and  above  ther  before  mentioned  de- 
vise and  bequests,  the  sum  of  50  /.  per  annum  out  of  the 
rents  of  my  real  estates  or  the  profits  of  my  quarries  at 
Cilguyn  and  Cfndu.  I  hereby  also  direct  him,  the  said 
Evan  Evans,  to  pay  to  the  son  and  two  daughters  of  my 
sister  Ann,  the  sum  of  100  L  each,  from  and  out  of  my 
real  estates  or  the  profits  of  my  quarries.  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  him,  the  said  Evan  Evam,  all  my  inte- 
rest in  the  quarries  at  Cilguyn  and  Cefndu :  and  I  give 
and  bequeath  unto  him,  the  said  Evan  Evans,  all  the 
rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  personal  estate  and 
efiects,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  and  wheresoever 
to  be  found  at  the  time  of  my  death,  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  my  just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  the  pro- 
bate of  this  my  will :  and,  in  case  of  any  deficiency  in 
pmyment  of  my  just  debts  out  of  my  personal  estate  as 
afinresaidy  then  I  direct  him  the  said  Evan  Evans,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  sell  my  real  estate  in  the  county  of 
Anglesey,  and  detached  parts  of  my  estates  in  the  county 
of  Carnarvon,  reserving  my  Trejlan  estate  purchased 
from  Sir  Wathin  Williams  Wynne  and  also  Helen  Bank, 
to  and  for  the  uses  hereinbefore  mentioned.     I  recom- 
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mend  the  purchased  commons  to  be  first  sold,  if  neces* 
sary :  and  I  do  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  him,  the 
said  JBfian  JSvcuu,  and  Mary  Owen,  executor  and  execu- 
trix of  this  my  last  will  and  testament.  /  leave  thei 
most  undutiful  son  unprovided  for,  for  Ais  most  infamam 
conduct  to  me  upon  all  occasions,  which  I  do  as  a  pablie 
example  to  all  other  undutiful  children.  I  give  and 
devise  unto  him,  the  said  £tMiii  Evans,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  all  such  freehold  estates  in  fee  as  I  am  now 
entitled  to  in  trust  for  any  person  or  persons,  to  enable 
him,  the  said  Evan  Evans,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to 
assign  over  sucli  my  estate  and  interest  as  the  person  or 
persons  entitled  thereto  may  direct  and  appoint." 


The  testator,  by  a  codicil  dated  the  12th  of  September 
1824,  gave  a  messuage  and  lands  in  the  county  of  Car- 
narvon,  which  he  had  then  lately  purchased,  to  his 
nephew,  Evan  Evans,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 


He  made  another  codicil,  dated  the  12th  of  June  1827, 
in  the  following  words :  '^  Whereas  my  unfortunate  soo 
as  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum  for  a  second  time  and 
not  likely  ever  to  be  fit  or  safe  to  be  set  at  liberty,  I,  thert' 
fore,  do,  hereby ^  order  and  direct  that  my  nephew  and 
executor  of  my  last  ttill  and  testament,  Evan  Evans,  hit 
heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  shall  and  do  s^g^paH 
my  son  in  any  asylum  he  may  be  placed  at  during  the 
term  of  his  natural  life  ;  but  if,  contrary  to  expectatioo, 
he  should  be  set  at  liberty,  /  direct  the  said  Evan  Evam, 
his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  to  allow  tohim,mi 
said  son^  the  sum  of  one  guinea  per  week,  for  maintenance, 
and  20/.  per  annum,  for  clothing,  provided  he  does  not 
come  into  the  counties  of  Carnarvon  or  Anglesey ;  and 
also,  particularly,  that  he  has  no  intercourse  whatever 
with  that  infamous  girl,  SaUy ;  for,  if  he  has,  in  any 
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instance,  any  intercourse  or  communication  with  lier, 
the  last-mentioned  allowances  are  to  for  ever  cease.  And, 
to  show  my  determination  that  my  son  is  never  to  enjoy 
one  acre  of  my  real  estate,  I  do  hereby  direct  that,  if  the 
said  Evan  Evans  is  ever  persuaded,  by  any  person  or 
persons,  to  give  up  any  part  of  my  real  estate,  I  hereby 
annul  all  my  devises  to  the  said  JEvan  Evans ;  and  I  give 
and  devise  all  my  real  estate  to  Ellis  Griffith,  son  of  my 
sister  Ann,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  I  give  and 
devise  my  new  dwelling-house,  with  the  appurtenances, 
now  building  in  Caemaesglas,  unto  Miss  Mary  Oweti 
and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
life^  and,  from  and  immediately  after  her  death,  I  give 
and  devise  the  same  to  the  said  Evan  Evans,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever.  I  give  and  bequeath,  to  the  son 
and  two  daughter  of  my  sister  Ann,  the  sum  of  200  /. 
each.  /  recommend,  to  the  said  Evan  Evans,  to  get  the 
eldest  son  oj  his  sister,  the  wife  of  Owen  Owens,  welledu" 
cated  and  brought  up  to  the  law.  In  every  other  respect 
I  do  hereby  confirm  my  last  will  and  testament." 


1843. 


HUOUES 

V. 
£VAM8. 


As  the  testator  had  devised  all  the  freehold  estates 
which  he  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to  at  the  date  of  his 
will,  to  his  nephew  :  **  upon  the  trusts  and  for  the  uses 
following/'  but  had  declared  no  trust  or  use  of  any  part  of 
them,  except  his  messuage,  lands  &c.  called  Helen  Bank, 
the  question  was  whether  there  was  not  a  resulting  trust 
for  his  son  and  heir,  as  to  all  his  estates,  subject,  with 
respect  to  the  messuage,  lands  &c.  at  Helen  Bank,  to 
the  life  interest  of  JUary  Owen  therein  under  the  will. 


Mr.  Wakefield, Mr. Bethell,  Mr.  Stuart,MY.  Koe,  Mr. 
Anderdon,  Mr.  Rensliaw  and  Mr.  Tillotson,  for  the  Plain- 
tifis  and  some  of  the  Defendants,  whose  interest  it  was 
to  contend  that  there  was  no  resulting  trust,  said  that  it 

M  M  3 


500 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


1843. 


was  apparent^  on  the  face  of  the  will  and  codicils,  that 
the  testator  intended  to  benefit  Evan  Evans,  whom  he 
spoke  of  in  terms  of  favour  and  affection,  and  to  disp 
inherit  his  son,  with  whom  he  expressed  himself  to  be 
greatly  offended :  that  the  testator,  by  his  second  codicil, 
had  made  a  provision  for  his  son,  and  had  imposed  k 
as  a  personal  burden  on  his  nephew,  to  whom  he  had 
devised  his  real  estates ;  which  was  a  further  indication 
that  he  intended  his  nephew  to  take  the  property  given 
to  him,  beneficially  and  absolutely  :  that,  consequently, 
there  was  sufficient,  in  the  will  and  codicils,  to  rebut  any 
resulting  trust  in  favour  of  the  son  and  heir :  that  the 
words :  **  upon  the  trusts  and  for  the  uses  following," 
meant  nothing  more  than :  ^*  subject  to  the  trusts  and  uses 
following."  KingY.Demson{a)\  Coninffhamy.MeUisk{b); 
North  V.  Compton  (c) ;  Dawson  v.  Clark  (d) ;  Hill  ?. 
The  Bishop  of  London  (e). 


Mr.  Wood,  for  the  testator's  son  and  heir,  said  that, 
when  an  estate  was  devised  subject  to  certain  charges, 
the  devisee  took  the  estate  beneficially,  subject  to  the 
charges  :  but  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  it  was  de- 
vised upon  certain  trusts,  the  devisee  was  a  trustee,  for 
the  heir,  of  so  much  of  the  estate  as  was  not  required 
for  the  purposes  of  the  trusts ;  and  that  King  v.  Demum 
supported  that  proposition  :  that  the  testator  had  given 
a  certain  part  of  his  estates  to  his  nephew  beneficially, 
which  circumstance  not  only  did  not  tend  to  rebut  the 
resulting  trust  as  to  the  rest  of  his  estates,  but  was 
strongly  in  favour  of  it :  that  the  testator,  when  he  made 


(a)  1  Ves.  &  Beam. 
See  372  &  373. 
(3)  Prcc.  Ch.  31. 
(c)  1  Ch.  Ca.  196. 


266.         (rf)  15  Ves.  409,  and  18 
Ves.  347. 
(f)  1  Atk.  618. 
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hig  wilJ,  might  have  intended  to  declare  trusts^  by  a  1843 

codicil,  which  would  have  exhausted  the  whole  bene- 
Bcial  interest  in  the  estates  devised^  by  his  will,  to  his 
nephew ;  and  that,  he  had  done  so,  partially ;  for,  by  Evans. 
bis  second  codicil,  he  had  given  fifty  guineas  a  year  to 
his  son :  that  Coningham  v.  Mellish  was  contrary  to  all 
tlie  cases  that  had  been  since  decided  on  the  subject  of 
resulting  trusts ;  and  that  there  was  nothing,  in  the  will, 
to  raise  a  necessary  implication  that  the  testator  intended 
his  nephew  to  take  the  whole  of  the  beneficial  interest  in 
the  estates  comprised  in  his  will,  that  was  undisposed 
of;  and  that  nothing  but  express  declaration  or  neces- 
sary implication  was  sufficient  to  rebut  the  resulting 
trust  for  the  heir.  Johnson  v.  Telford  (f);  Randall  v. 
Bookey(g);  Kellett  v.  Kellett{h);  and  Tregonwell  v. 
Sjfdenham  (t). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

Upon  consideration  of  the  whole  of  the  will,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  heir  is  excluded  from  taking  any 
thing  by  virtue  of  a  resulting  trust ;  and  that,  subject 
to  the  devise  in  favour  of  Miss  Owen,  the  testator  in- 
tended his  nephew,  Evan  Evans,  to  take  the  whole  of 
his  estates,  beneficially. 

I  infer,  from  the  will,  that  the  testator  was  an  attorney; 
(qt,  though  there  is  some  confusion,  there  is,  also,  some 
propriety  of  language  in  it. 

In  disposing  of  his  real  estates,  he  uses  the  words : 
'f  give  and  devise ; "  and  in  disposing  of  his  personal 
estate,  he  uses  the  terms :  "  give  and  bequeath." 

(y)  1  Rugs.  &  Myl.  244.  {h)  3  Dow,  248, 

{g)  2Vem.425,  andPrec.         (t)  Ibid.  194. 
Ch.  162. 
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First  he  gives  and  devises^  and,  by  virtue  of  the 
powers  contained  in  the  several  conveyances  of  such 
parts  of  his  estates  as  had  been  conveyed  to  him,  be 
appoints  all  his  freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  to  his 
most  respectful  and  dutiful  nephew,  Evan  Evans,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever :  "  upon  the  trusts  and  for 
the  uses  following  (that  is  to  say)  in  trust  that  he 
shall  and  will  permit  and  suffer  Miss  Mary  Owen  and 
her  assigns,  to  have,  possess  and  enjoy  the  iiie8suaj!;e, 
lands,  orchards  and  plantations,  called  Helen  Bank; 
which  I  give  and  devise  to  her  for  and  during  the  term 
of  her  natural  life."  In  this  part  of  his  will  the  testator 
has  used  superfluous  words ;  for  he  first  makes  what, 
in  terms,  is  a  declaration  of  trust,  but,  in  fact,  is  a  limi- 
tation of  a  use,  as  to  a  portion  of  his  estates,  in  fiivow 
of  Miss  Owen ;  and  then  he  makes  a  direct  devise,  of 
that  portion,  to  her,  for  her  life.  He  then  directs  that 
his  nephew  and  Miss  Owen  shall  live  in  his  dwelling- 
house  in  the  town  of  Carnarvon  as  long  as  they  shall 
think  prudent,  and  have  the  use  of  the  furniture  therein; 
but,  if  they  shall  think  it  more  to  their  advantage  to  go 
to  separate  lodgings,  that  they  may  set  the  house,  ready 
furnished,  for  their  joint  benefit,  for  two  years,  and  then 
sell  the  furniture  and  effects  therein  for  their  joint  bene- 
fit, except  the  law  books,  which  he  gives  to  his  nephew 
alone.  In  this  part  of  the  will,  there  is  neither  a  decla- 
ration of  trust  nor  a  limitation  of  a  use ;  for  it  refers  to 
leasehold  and  pure  personal  property. 

The  testator  then  proceeds :  "  I  hereby  direct  the 
said  Evan  JEvatis,  his  heirs,  executors  or  administra- 
tori»,  to  pay,  to  the  said  Mary  Owen,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life,  as  a  compensation  for  the 
great  care  she  has  taken  of  my  house  and  attention  to 
my  person  during  illness,  over  and  above  the  before- 
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mentioned  devise  and  bequest  " — (these  last  words  show  1843. 

how  accurate  the  testator  was ;  for,  in  the  previous  part  ' 

of  his  will,  he  had  made  a  devise  as  well  as  a  bequest        Hughes 

to  Miss  Owen), — **  the  sum  of  60 1  per  annum,  out  of         r  a  s 

the  rents  of  my  real  estates,  or  the  profits  of  my  quarries 

at  Cilguifn  and  Cefndu :  I  hereby  also  direct  him,  the 

said  Evan  Evans,  to  pay,  to  the  son  and  two  daughters 

of  my  sister  Ann,  the  sum  of  100/.  each,  from  and  out 

of  my  real  estates  or  the  profits  of  my  quarries."    There 

tlie  direction  is  to  Evan  Evans,  his  heirs,  executors  or 

administrators,  to  pay  the  annuity  of  50  /.  and  the  two 

sums  of  100/.  each;  and  he  gives  him  and  them  the 

option  to  pay  those  sums  either  out  of  the  rents  of  his 

real  estates,  or  out  of  the  profits  of  his  quarries ;  which 

implies  that  Evan  Evans  was  to  have  the  rents  of  his 

real  estates,  as  well  as  the  profits  of  his  quarries,  which 

he  gives  to  him  in  the  very  next  sentence. 

The  testator  then  says :  "  And  I  give  and  bequeath 
unto  him,  the  said  Evan  Evans,  all  the  rest,  residue 
and  remainder  of  my  personal  estate  and  efiects,  of 
what  nature  or  kind  soever  and  wheresoever  to  be 
foand  at  the  time  of  my  death,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  my  just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  the  probate  of 
this  my  will."  And  then,  in  case  of  any  deficiency  in 
payment  of  his  debts  out  of  his  personal  estate,  he  di- 
rects Evan  Evans,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  sell  his  real 
estate  in  the  county  of  Anglesey,  and  the  detached  parts 
of  his  estates  in  the  county  of  Carnarvon,  reserving 
his  Trefian  estate,  purchased  from  Sir  fVatkin  fVilliams 
IVynn,  and  also  Helen  Dank,  to  and  for  the  uses  there- 
inbefore mentioned.  Now  who  was  to  reserve  the 
estates  that  were  not  to  be  sold  ?  Why  Evan  Evans, 
the  party  to  whom  Ihey  were  given ;  and  he  was  to  re- 
serve them :  **  to  and  for  the   uses  hcreinbefoie  men- 
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1843.  tioned."  The  truth  is  that  no  use  had  been  before 
declared,  except,  with  respect  to  Helen  Bank,  for  the 
life  of  Miss  Owen. 


Hughes 

V. 

Evans. 


Then,  after  recommending  the  purchased  commons 
to  be  first  sold,  if  necessary,  and  appointing  Miss  Otaen 
and  Evan  Evans  the  executrix  and  executor  of  his  will, 
comes  the  clause  declaring  that  he  left  his  roost  midu- 
tiful  son  unprovided  for,  for  the  reason  which  he  men- 
tions. I  admit  that  that  clause  would  not,  of  itself, 
prevent  the  heir  from  taking  the  real  estates  by  descent : 
but,  as  the  testator  has,  in  the  preceding  part  of  his 
will,  given  his  real  estates  away  from  his  heir,  it  is, 
surely,  to  be  taken  into  consideration  when  we  have  to 
determine  what  was  his  intention  in  making  that  pre- 
vious gift.  And  as  the  testator  has  given  all  his  real 
estates  to  Evan  Evans,  in  the  first  instance,  with  a 
declaration  of  use,  as  to  a  certain  part  of  them,  for  Mary 
Owen,  for  her  life ;  and  has  directed  Evan  Evans  and 
his  heirs  to  pay  certain  sums  out  of  the  rents  of  those 
estates,  and  to  sell  a  portion  of  them  in  case  his  personal 
estate  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  his  debts,  and  to 
reserve  the  remainder  for  the  uses  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned ;  and  as  he  has  further  declared  that  he  left  his 
son  and  heir  unprovided  for,  my  opinion  is  that  he 
intended  the  gift  to  Evan  Evans  to  be  a  beneficial 
gift. 

The  testator  concludes  his  will  by  making  an  express 
devise,  to  Evan  Evans,  of  all  the  freehold  estates  in  fee 
to  which  he  might  be  entitled  in  trust  for  any  person  or 
persons,  to  enable  him  to  assign  over  the  same,  as  the 
person  or  persons  entitled  thereto  might  direct  or  ap- 
point. That  devise  affords  some  slight  inference  that 
he  intended  Evan  Evans  to  take  beneficially,  under  the 
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prior  gift,  all  the  other  real  estates  of  which  he  was  1843. 

seised.  It  was  inserted  with  a  view  to  prevent  any 
misconception  as  to  the  effect  which  he  meant  the  prior 
gift  to  have. 


Nothing  turns  on  the  first  codicil;  but  the  second 
affords  very  strong,  if  not  conclusive  evidence,  that  the 
testator  intended  Evan  Evans  to  take,  for  his  own 
benefit,  the  estates  devised  by  the  will.  He  directs  that 
tua  nephew  and  the  executor  of  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, Evan  Evans,  his  heirs,  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, shall  support  his  son  (who,  it  seems^  was  then 
under  confinement  as  a  lunatic)  in  any  asylum  in  which 
he  might  be  placed  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life ; 
but,  if  his  son  should  be  set  at  liberty,  then  that  Evan 
Evans,  his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  shall  allow 
him  the  sum  of  one  guinea  per  week,  for  maintenance, 
and  20/.  per  annum,  for  clothing,  on  certain  condi- 
tions. Those  directions  were  given,  unquestionably, 
with  reference  to  the  will  and  to  what  had  passed  under 
it.  They  impose  a  charge  on  Evan  Evans,  personally, 
in  respect  of  the  property  devised  to  him  by  the  will ; 
and,  therefore,  show,  of  themselves,  that  what  was 
given  to  him  by  the  will,  was  given  beneficially. 

The  testator  then,  in  case  Evan  Evans  should  be 
persuaded  to  give  up  any  part  of  his  estates  (which 
implies  that  he  might  give  up  the  whole),  annuls  all  his 
devises  to  him,  the  said  Evan  Evcuis,  and  gives  all  his 
estates  to  the  son  of  his  sister  Ann  :  in  other  words,  he 
annuls  all  the  devises  which  he  had  made  to  Evan 
Evans,  and  substitutes  another  taker  in  his  place; 
which  seems  to  me  to  remove  any  doubt  that  otherwise 
might  have  existed  as  to  the  testator's  intention  to 
benefit  Evan  Evans, 


HUOUES 

V. 
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500 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


1843. 


Hughes 

V. 

Evans. 


He  then  devises  a  house  to  Mary  Owen  for  her  life, 
and,  after  her  death,  to  Evan  Evans  and  his  heirs  ;  and 
concludes  by  recommending  Evan  Evans  to  get  the 
eldest  son  of  his  sister,  the  wife  of  Owen  Owens,  well 
educated  and  brought  up  to  the  law  :  and,  so  far  as  any 
obligation  was  thereby  imposed  on  Evan  Evans,  it  was 
imposed  in  respect  of  the  property  previously  devised 
to  him. 


In  my  opinion  this  codicil  shows  that  the  interpreta- 
tion which  the  testator  put  upon  his  own  wrll,  was  that 
he  had  thereby  disposed  of  ail  bis  real  estates  in  favoar 
of  £!van  Evans,  except  that  he  had  given  Helen  Bank 
to  Mary  Oioen  for  her  life ;  and,  consequently,  the  heir 
is  excluded  by  express  devise. 


1843: 

22d  and  23d 

June. 

* y ' 

Purchase  for 

valuable 

consideration, 

l^olutUorij 

si'Ulement. 

L'wiiafions  to 

collate  rals. 


COTTERELL  v.  HOMER. 

13  Y  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  4th  and 
dth  of  August  1B15,  Tamar  Homer,  in  contemplation  of 
her  marriage  with  Bamett  Hinton,  conveyed  a  house 
and  piece  of  land,  of  which  she  was  seised  in  fee,  unto  and 
to  the  use  of  Thomas  and  James  Homer,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  in  trust,  from  time  to  time  during  her  life,  to 
pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  such  person  or  persons  as 
she,   notwithstanding    her    coverture,   should,   by  her 


By  a  marriage 
settlement,  an 
estate,  the  pro* 

pcrty  of  the  wife,  was  limited,  in  default  of  children  of  the  wife, 
to  trustees  in  trust  to  sell  and  divide  the  proceeds  amongst  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  the  wife.  Tlie  husband  agreed  to  sell  the 
estate;  and  he  and  his  wife  joined  in  conveying  it,  to  the  pur- 
chaser, by  deed  and  fine,  'ihc  wife  died  without  issue. — Held 
that  the  limitation  in  favour  of  her  brother;^  and  sisters,  was  voluu- 
tary,  and,  therefore,  void  as  against  the  purchaser. 
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will^y  appoint^  to  the  intent  that  the  same  might  not  be 
at  the  disposal  of,  or  subject  to  the  control^  debts,  or 
engagements  of  B.  Hinton^  her  then  intended  husband, 
but  only  at  her  own  sole  and  separate  disposal ;  and,  in 
de&ult  of  and  until  such  appointment,  to  her  proper 
hands  :  or,  otherwise,  to  permit  her  to  receive  the  same 
for  her  separate  use  ;  and  upon  further  trust  to  dispose 
of  the  house  and  land  unto  such  person  or  persons,  and 
for  such  estate  or  estates,  and  in  such  manner  as  she, 
notwithstanding  her  coverture,  by  her  will  or  any  writ- 
ing purporting  to  be  her  will,  should  appoint;  and,  in 
default  of  such  appointment,  to  and  amongst  such  of 
her  children  as  should  he  living  at  her  decease,  share 
and  share  alike,  and  their  heirs;  but,  in  case  there 
should  be  no  such  child,  and  no  previous  disposition 
made  thereof,  then  to  Burnett  Hinton  for  his  life,  and, 
after  his  decease,  upon  trust  that  the  house  and  land 
should  be  sold  by  Thomas  and  James  Homer y  and  the 
money  arising  therefrom  be  divided  equally  amongst 
the  brothers  and  sisters  of  Tamar  Homer  then  living  and 
the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  dead. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  12th  of  January  1827,  C 
Hinton  and  Tamar  h'vs  wife,  in  consideration  of  150/. 
lent  to  them  by  Joseph  Harperj  demised  the  house 
and  land,  to  Harper,  for  one  thousand  years,  sub- 
ject to  redemption  on  payment  by  Hinton  and  his 
wife,  or  either  of  them,  their  or  either  of  their  heirs, 
executors  or  administrators,  of  150  /.  with  interest :  and 
Hinton,  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  and  for  his  wife,  cove- 
nanted, with  Harper,  that  he  and  his  wife  (she  thereby 
consenting)  or  her  heirs,  would  levy  a  fine  sur  conuzance 
de  droit  come  ceo  S^c.  with  proclamations,  of  the  house 
and  land,  to  the  use  of  Harper,  his  executors  &c.,  for 


1843. 
' . ' 

COTTERELL 

V. 

Homer. 


•  Sic  in  brief. 
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1843.  the  term  of  one  thousand  yeBts^  but  subject  to  the  pfo- 

viso  for  redemption,  and  subject  thereto^  and  the  rever- 

OTTERELL      ^^^^^  equity  of  redemption  and  inheritance  depending 

HoM BR.        thereon *,  to  the  use  of  B.  Hintan,  his  heirs  and  asngns : 

and,  not  long  aflerwards,  a  fine  was  levied  in  purBoaooe 

of  that  covenant 

By  an  indenture  of  the  11th  of  March  1828,  Himitm, 
for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  &c.,  covenanted,  with 
Harper,  his  executors  &c.,  that  the  house  and  land 
should,  during  the  term  of  one  thousand  years,  stud 
charged  with  the  sum  of  300/.  then  lent  to  him  by 
Harper,  with  lawful  interest  for  the  same,  as  well  as 
with  the  150  /.  and  the  interest  thereof. 

In  November  1828,  the  Plaintiff  paid  the  460/.  to 
Harper;  and,  in  consideration  thereof,  Hintom  and  his 
wife,  by  an  indenture,  dated  the  7th  of  that  mootl^ 
assigned  the  house  and  land,  to  the  Plaintiff,  for  the 
residue  of  the  term,  subject  to  redemption,  on  paymeot 
by  Hinton  and  his  wife,  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators or  assigns,  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors  &c.y 
of  the  450  /•  with  legal  interest. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  16th  and 
17th  of  October  1829,  made  between  Hinton  and  his 
wife  of  the  one  part  and  the  Plaintiff  of  the  other  part, 
after  reciting  that  the  Plaintiff  luid  contracted  with 
Hinton,  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  house 
and  land,  at  the  sum  of  570/.  including  the  principal 
and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage  to  the  Plaintiff,  Hintm 
and  his  wife,  in  consideration  of  the  570/.  paid  to  him 
by  the  Plaintiff,  conveyed  the  house  and  land  to  the 

•  Sic. 
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Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  freed  from  all  equity  of  1843. 

redemption  whatsoever;  and  Hinton,  for  himself  and  *        ^        ' 

his  wife  (she  consenting  thereto)  covenanted,  with  the  ^otterell 
Plaintiff,  that  he  and  his  wife  would   levy  a  fine  sur         ., 

JnOMER* 

conuzance  de  droit  come  ceo  8^c.  with  proclamations,  of 
the  house  and  land,  to  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs 
and  assigns :  and,  in  Michaelmas  Term  in  the  10th  of 
Geo.  4th,  a  fine  was  levied  accordingly. 

Mrs.  Hinton  died  in  July  1837,  without  having  had 
any  issue,  and  her  husband  died  in  February  following. 

Mrs.  Hinton  left  a  sister  and  several  brothers,  of  whom 
James  and  Thomas  Homer,  the  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
were  two,  her  surviving. 

James  and  Thomas  Homer  having  brought  an  eject- 
ment, for  the  house  and  land,  against  the  Plaintiff's 
tenant,  the  bill  was  filed  against  them  and  their  brothers 
and  sister,  charging  that  all  the  limitations  in  the  settle- 
ment, which  were  subsequent  to  the  limitation  to  Hinton 
for  his  life,  were  voluntary  and  void  as  against  the  Plain- 
tiff,  the  purchaser  of  the  house  and  land  ;  and  praying 
for  a  declaration  to  that  effect,  and  that  James  and 
Thomas  Homer  might  be  decreed  to  convey  the  house 
and  land,  to  the  Plaintiff  or  as  he  should  direct,  and  that 
the  ejectment  might  be  stayed. 

Jameff  and  Thomas  Homer, hy  their  answer,  submitted 
that  the  limitations  in  the  settlement  subsequent  to  the 
limitation  in  favour  of  Hinton,  were  not  voluntary  and 
void  as  against  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  notwithstanding 
the  conveyances  and  fines  mentioned  in  the  bill,  the 
legal  estate  in  the  house  and  land,  was  vested  in  them 
in  trust  to  sell,  and  to  divide  the  proceeds  amongst 
themselves  and  the  other  Defendants. 
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V 

COTTBRELL 

V* 

HOMBR. 


The  injunction  having  been  granted ,  an  order  Jiiw  for 
dissolving  it,  was  obtained  on  the  coming  in  of  the 
answer;  and 

Mr.  Walker  and   Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  Plaintiff,  now 
showed  cause  against  that  order  being  made  absolute. 
They  said  that  limitations,  in  a  marris^e  settlement,  for 
the  benefit  of  collateral  relations  of  the  settlor,  were 
voluntary,  and,  therefore,  void,  under  the  27th  Elizabeth, 
chap.  4,  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  notwithstanding  he  had  purchased  with 
notice  of  the  settlement,  and  notwithstanding  the  legal 
estate  in  the  property  remained  vested,  as  it  did  in  the 
present  case,  in  the  trustees  of  the  settlement.    Jobt' 
son  V.  Legard  (a)  ;  Clayton  v.  Earl  Wilton  (6)  ;  Doe  ▼. 
Manning  (c) ;  Roe  v.  Uitton  (d) ;  Fmrfield  v.  Birck  (f ) ; 
and    Pulverloft    v.  Pulvertojl  (/) :    That  Buckle  ▼. 
Mitchell  (g),  which  was  approved  of  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
Metcalfe  v.  Puhertoft  (A),  went  further  than  any  of  the 
preceding  cases ;  for  it  decided  that  a  voluntary  settle- 
ment was  void  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  who  had 
merely  contracted  to  purchase  the  settled  estate :  that, 
in  this  case,  the  Plaintiff's  title  to  the  relief  prayed  by 
the  bill,  did  not  rest  on  contract,  for  he  had  taken  an 
actual  conveyance,  from  Mr.  and  Mrs.  HintoM,  by  deed 
and  fine ;  and,  as  none  of  the  cases  cited  had  been  ever 
questioned,  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  Court  would, 
ultimately,  hold  his  title  to  the  estate  to  be  unimpeach- 
able; and,  therefore,  the  injunction  which   had  been 
granted,  ought  to  be  continued. 

(d)  2  Wilson,  356. 


(a)  3  Madd.  283,  and  6 
Maule  &  Selw.  60;  Turn. 
&  Russ.  281. 

(b)  6Mau.&  Sel 6-j,note, 
and  3  Madd.  302,  jwte, 

(c)  9  East,  59. 


(e)  3  Sugd.  Vend.  &  Pordi. 

293. 
(/)  18  Ves.  84. 
(g)  i8  Ves.  lOO. 
{h)  1  Ves.  &  Beam.  iSa 
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Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Prior y  for  the  Derendants :  1843. 

The  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  has  not  touched  the     Cotteuell 
real  point  in  this  case.    We  do  not  mean  to  deny  that,  ^^ 

where  a  man,  on  his  marriage,  makes  a  settlement  of  Homer. 
his  avm  estate,  containing  limitations  to  his  collateral 
relations,  he  may  defeat  those  limitations  by  selling  the 
estate  to  a  purchaser.  But,  in  this  case,  the  estate  was 
the  property,  not  of  the  husband,  but  of  the  wife.  The 
husband  took  only  a  life  interest  in  it,  under  the  settle- 
ment. He  was  nothing  more  than  a  grantee,  to  that 
limited  extent,  from  his  wife.     All  the  other  limitations  ^ 

were  made  for  the  benefit  of  herself,  her  children  by 
any  husband,  and  her  brothers  and  sisters ;  and  the 
legal  estate  still  remains  vested  in  the  trustees  to  sup- 
port those  limitations.  The  object  of  the  settlement 
was  to  protect  the  wife  from  the  marital  influence,  and 
a  Court  of  Equity  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  defeat  that 
object.  The  statute  of  Elizabeth  enables  a  person  to 
defeat  a  voluntary  settlement  of  his  own  estate,  by  con- 
veying it  to  a  purchaser  for  valuabfe  consideration ;  but 
it  does  not  empower  an  individual  who  has  a  limited 
interest  in  property,  not  his  own  but  his  wife's,  to  defeat 
by  a  contract  made  by  himself  and  not  by  his  wife,  any 
<»f  the  limitations  made  by  her  of  her  own  property. 

Mr.  Walker,  m  reply,  said  that  there  was  no  substan- 
tial difference  between  the  present  case  and  the  cases 
cited ;  that,  if  the  conveyance  to  the  purchaser  had 
been  made  by  the  husband  alone,  there  could  be  no 
donbt  that  it  would  have  been  ineffectual  to  pass  more 
than  his  life  interest  under  the  settlement ;  but,  as  the 
wife  had  joined  with  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine  of 
the  property,  she,  thereby,  gave  full  and  complete  effect 
to  his  contract. 

Vol.  XIII.  N  N 
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The  Vicb-Cbancellor: 

There  is  too  much  subtlety  in  the  distinctioii  that  has 
been  made  between  the  contract  and  the  conveyance. 

The  law  enables  a  married  woman  to  dispose  of  the 
inheritance  of  her  estate,  either  by  levying  a  fine  or  bj 
sufTering  a  recovery  of  it.  By  adopting  either  of  those 
two  modes  of  assurance,  she  has  as  full  dominioa  over 
her  property,  as  she  would  have  had  if  she  had  been  t 
feme  sole :  in  fact  she  becomes,  qua&f  a/^nn^  10&  with 
respect  to  it.  And  when  she  joins  with  her  husband  in 
levying  a  fine,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  entered  into  by 
him,  she  must  be  taken  to  have  heea  an  actor  from  the 
commencement  of  the  transaction ;  and,  consequently, 
the  contract  becomes  as  much  her  act  as  the  act  of  her 
husband. 

Besides,  when  the  estate  has  been  once  conveyed  bj 
deed  and  6ne,  you  cannot  separate  the  contract  from  the 
conveyance;  for  the  former  is  swallowed  up  in  the 
latter. 

As  the  Plaintifi*  in  this  case  has  paid  his  purchase- 
money  and  taken  a  conveyance  of  the  estate,  from  the 
husband  and  wife,  by  deed  and  fine,  I  am  of  opinioo 
that  he  is  a  purchaser  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
of  Elizabeth ;  and,  consequently,  his  title  must  prevail 
against  the  parties  claiming  under  the  voluntary  limita- 
tions in  the  settlement.  Therefore  I  shall  continue  the 
injunction.  I  will,  however,  permit  the  Defendants  to 
take  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law,  if  they 
wish  it*. 


♦  No  case  was  taken. 
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OSBALDISTON  v.  SIMPSON  AND  OTHERS.  1843: 

2Gth  June. 

1  HE  object  of  the  bill  was  to  have  certain  promissory  _, 

notes  deliyered  up,  which  the  Plaintin  had  given  to  the  ^  misdemeufior. 

Defendant  Simpson  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  Bow/eSf  Gaming. 

and  which  they,  conspiring  with  the  other  Defendant  ^p^r^^^r^^' 

Chinery^  had  obtained  from  the  Plaintiff,  by  threatening  

to  accuse  him  (falsely  as  it  was  alleged)  of  having  Securitiesgiven, 

cheated  Bowles  at  cards  and  to  sue  him  for  the  penal-  to  prevent  a     ' 

ties  for  that  offence  under  9  Anne,  c.  14^  s.  5.  prosecution 

for  clieating  at 

The  answers  stated  that  the   Plaintiff  had  cheated  cards,  decreed 

Bowks  by  using  false  or  cut  cards,  and  that  he  con-  ^"  ^'"^  ^leliverod 

sented  to  give  the  notes  because  he  knew  that  he  had 

done  so ;  and  that  he  had  admitted,  in  a  letter  which 


up. 


he  sent  to  Simpson  enclosing  the  notes,  that  he  was 
liable  to  penalties  under  the  statute  of  Anne.  But  they 
denied  that  the  Defendants  had  conspired  together  to 
procure  the  notes,  or  that  they  had  used  threats  for  that 
purpose.  An  injunction,  however,  restraining  them  from 
negotiating  or  suing  on  the  notes,  which  had  been  granted 
ex  parte,  was  continued  on  the  coming  in  of  the  answers. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Co/c,  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited 
Wiltiams  v.  Hedley  {a) ;  and  Lloyd  v.  Gurdon  (ft). 

Mr.  Wahefidd  and  Mr.  Afay,  for  Bowles,  cited  Thorn" 
Mon  V,  Thamson(c) ,  Knowles  v.  Haughton  {d) ;  Armsirony 
V.  Armstrong  (c) ;  Evans  v.  Richardson  (/) ;  and  Drage 

(ja)  8  East,  37  8.  (c)  7  Ves.  470. 

(ft)  2    Swans.  180.  See         (d)  11  Ves.  168. 

liash  V.  Ashj  1    Eden,  378  (e)  3  Myl  &  Keen,  45. 

and  381,  note.  if)  3  Mcr.  469. 
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OftBALDlSTOK 
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V.  Ibbotsan  {g\  in  order  to  show  that  the  case  was  one 
which  a  court  of  equity  would  not  entertain,  but  woald 
dismiss  the  bill  with  costs,  notwithstanding  it  had  con- 
tinued the  injunction.     Barfield  v.  KelUf  (A). 

Mr.  K.  Parker  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  Simpton^  said 
that  he  was  merely  a  stakeholder,  and  asked  that  the 
bill  might  be  dismissed,  as  against  him,  with  costs. 

Mr.  Stuari  and  Mr.  Hubback,  for  Chinery,  said  that 
the  nature  of  the  case  was  such  that  the  Court  woold 
not  interfere :  Ewing  v.  Osbatdiston  (i) :  where  Lord  Cot" 
tenham,  C.  said:  '^  In  BarileU  y.  Vinar,  Lord  Hoit  says: 
Every  contract  made  for  or  about  any  matter  or  tking 
which  is  prohibited  and  made  unlawful  by  any  statute, 
is  a  void  contract,  though  the  statute  itself  does  not 
mention  that  it  shall  be  so,  but  only  inflicts  a  penalty 
on  the  offender;  because  a  penalty  implies  a  prohibitioOt 
though  there  are  no  prohibitory  words  in  the  statute." 
They  added  that,  if  the  Court  would  interfere,  still  the 
bill,  as  against  Chiuery^  ought  to  be  dismissed  witk 
costs,  for  no  case  had  been  made  out  against  him. 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  after  observing  that  the 
chaise  of  conspiracy  had  not  been  supported, 
proceeded  as  follows : 

The  bill  states,  in  effect,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  induced 
to  give  the  notes  in  consequence  of  his  fears  being 
wrought  upon  by  the  representations  of  Bowles.  £cwk$, 
in  his  answer,  does  not  flinch  from  that  statement,  hot 
admits  that  he  thought  it  right  to  punish  the  Plaintiff  fiir 
what  he  had  done ;  that  is,  to  be  an  arbitrator  in  his  own 


(^)  3  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  643.  (h)  4  Russ.  355. 

(f)  s  Myl.  &  Cr.  53 ;  see  85. 
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cause,  and  determine,  for  himself,  what  amount  of  penalty 
the  Plaintiff  ought  to  pay  for  his,  Bowles's,  benefit. 

If  Bowles  could  have  recovered  the  penalties  at  law, 
he  was  at  liberty  to  do  so :  but  it  appears  to  me  now,  as 
it  did  when  I  continued  the  injunction,  that  it  would  be 
extremely  dangerous  to  allow  a  party  to  be  a  judge  in 
his  own  cause,  and  to  determine,  in  his  own  favour, 
what  amount  of  penalty  ought  to  be  paid  for  a  breach 
of  the  law  committed  by  another  person,  notwithstand- 
ing he  may  have  suffered  by  it. 
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I  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  quite  enough  stated 
in  Bowles's  answer,  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  a  decree 
according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  with  costs. 

Simpson,  in  his  answer,  submits  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed,  and  that  the  bill  ought 
to  be  dismissed  with  costs.  Therefore  he  interferes 
more  than  was  necessary,  and  advocates  the  cause  of 
his  co-defendant  Bowles.  He  has  mixed  himself  up, 
unnecessarily,  with  the  transaction ;  and,  therefore,  as 
to  him  also,  there  must  be  a  decree  with  costs. 

As  Chinery  does  not  seem  to  have  interfered  in  the 
transaction  except  in  an  innocent  way,  I  shall  give  no 
costs  as  against  him.  Notwithstanding  his  Counsel 
have  contended,  at  the  bar,  that  the  bill  ought  to  be 
dismissed,  generally,  with  costs,  he,  by  his  answer,  dis- 
claims all  interest  in  the  matters  in  question  and  sub- 
mits that  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed,  as  against 
hiwHlf  merehfy  with  costs*. 


^  Mr.  Bethell  had  said  that  he  did  not  ask  for  costs  as 
against  Chinery, 
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> ., ' 

Assivntnent 

pendente  lite. 

Pafiies. 

Plcadhg. 


Some  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  who 
had  an  equitable 
interest  only  in 
the  properly  io 
question,  mort- 
gaged their  in- 
terests pending 
the  suit. — Held, 
at  the  hearing, 
that  the  mort- 
gagee was  a 
necessary  party. 


SOLOMON  V.  SOLOMON. 

Abraham  SOLOMOA^  being  entitled  to  part  of 
the  real  and  leasehold  estates  of  his  late  father,  Samuil 
Solomon,  the  testator  in  the  caase^  devised  and  bequeathed 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  in  trust  for 
his  widow  and  children,  and  died  shortly  afterwards. 
The  bill  was  filed,  by  his  widow  and  children,  to  hate 
the  trusts  of  Samuel  Solomon*s  will  carried  into  exe- 
cution. 

Pending  the  suit,  the  widow  and  such  of  the  children 
of  Abraham  Solomon  as  were  adult,  mortgaged  their 
interests  under  Abraham  Solomon^s  will,  in  the  real  aod 
leasehold  estates  of  Samuel  Solomon,  to  William  Bird. 

On  the  suit  coming  on  to  be  heard, 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Myine,  for  some  of  the  Defeo- 
dants,  said  that  the  suit  was  defective  with  respect  to 
parties,  because  Bird  had  not  been  brought  before  the 
Court. 

Mr.  Kocy  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited  the  case  of  Eades  v. 
Harris  (a),  in  which  one  of  the  Plaintiffs,  who  had  an 
equitable  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  made 
an  assignment  of  it  pending  the  suit :  and,  on  its  being 
objected,  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  that  the  assignee 
was  not  before  the  Court,  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Brua 
held  that  the  circumstance  of  one  of  several  Plaintiffs 


(a)  1  Yuu.  &  Coll.  230. 
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executing,  after  the  institution  of  the  suit,  an  instrument 
which  merely  affected  that  Plaintiff's  equitable  interest, 
did  not  prevent  the  suit  from  being  heard ;  but  that  it 
might  be  heard  as  if  there  had  been  no  such  assign- 
ment, and  that  those  who  claimed  under  it,  must  take 
such  course,  to  enforce  their  rights,  as  they  might  be 
advised. 

Mr.  Parker,  Mr.  Simons,  Mr.  Bacon,  Mr.  Mac- 
Christie  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Smith,  appeared  for  the  other 
parties. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

I  do  not  mean  to  pronounce  any  opinion  upon  the  de- 
cision in  Eades  v.  Harris :  the  circumstances  of  which 
are  different  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  now 
before  me. 

Suppose  that  a  mortgage  is  made  to  A.  in  fee ;  and 
then  a  second  mortgage,  which  is  merely  equitable,  is 
made  to  B.,  and  he  files  a  bill  to  redeem,  and,  after- 
wards, assigns  his  interest  to  2>. :  can  any  person  who 
has  the  slightest  experience  in  this  Court,  say  that  the 
suit  to  redeem  can  be  maintained  ? 

Here  I  find  the  fact  that  all  the  adult  Plaintiffs  have 
parted,  pro  tanto,  with  the  whole  of  their  interest  to  a 
mortgagee ;  and  my  opinion  is  that,  unless  their  mort- 
gagee is  made  a  party,  the  suit  can  not  proceed. 
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184.3: 
1  St  July. 

Mistake, 

An  erroDeous 
statement  was 
made  to  a  life 
insurance 
company,  by 
or  through 
their  agent, 
as  to  yf.'s  inte- 
rest in  his  son's 
h'fe:  upon 
whii:h  the  com- 
pany granted  a 
pohcy  to  A. 
After  the  son's 
death,  the  com- 
pany discovered 
the  error  and 
refused  to  pay 
the  sum  insured. 
A  bill  filed  by 
A.  to  have  the 
mistake  recti- 
fied, was  dis- 
missed, because 
the  ev  dence  did 
not  show,  dis- 
tinctly, whether 
the  mistake 
arose  from  the 
agent's  inad- 
vertence, or 
from  his  having 
betii  niisin- 
lormed  b^  A. 


PARSONS  V.  BIGNOLD. 

1  HE  Plaintiff  held  certain  copyhold  and  leasehold 
tenements,  at  Witiscombe  in  Somersetshire,  under  the 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Welk,  for  the  lives  of  his  son 
James  Parsons  and  another  person,  and  certain  leaseboM 
tenements,  at  Puzion  in  tlie  same  county,  for  differaDt 
lives,  under  Lord  Wyndham :  and  being  desirous  of  in- 
suring the  life  of  his  son  James,  for  1,000/.,  he  went  to 
the  office  of  the  Norwich  Union  Life  Insurance  Society 
at  Aibridge,  and,  after  some  conversation  relating  to  the 
proposed  insurance  had  taken  place  between  him  and 
one  Norvill,  the  agent  for  the  society  at  that  place,  the 
latter  inserte<l,  in  a  printed  form,  the  age  of  James  Par- 
sons, and  all  the  other  particulars  required,  by  the  so- 
ciety, to  be  declared  by  persons  desirous  of  effecting 
insurances  in  their  office,  except  the  nature  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's interest  in  his  son's  life ;  which  the  agent  added 
after  the  Plaintiff  had  signed  the  declaration  and  quitted 
his  office.  The  declaration  was  transmitted  to  the  so- 
ciety in  London,  and  a  policy,  dated  the  17th  of  Augnst 
1840,  was  thereupon  granted. 

In  April  1841,  James  Parsons  died ;  and  the  insurance 
society  having  refused  to  pay  the  1,000  /.,  the  Plaintiff 
brought  an  action  for  it  against  Bignold,  their  secre- 
tiiry  ;  to  which  Bignold  pleaded  that  the  nature  of  the 
Plaintiff's  interest  in  his  son's  life,  was  not  correctly 
set  forth  in  the  declaration  made  by  him  on  effecting 
the  policy.  And  it  appeared  from  a  copy  of  thatdocn- 
meiit  which  the  Plaintiff  afterwards  obtained,  that  the 
Plitiiitiif  wd&  therein  stated  to  be  interested  in  his  son's 
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life,  in  respect  of  a  leasehold  estate  held  under  the  Dean 
and  Chapter  of  Welk,  and  of  another  leasehold  estate  ai 
Ptixton,  held  und'ir  Lord  Wyndham. 

The  bill  alleg.d  that  the  statement  relative  to  the 
estate  at  Puxton,  was  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  Norvill, 
and  was  inserted,  by  him,  without  the  Plaintiff's  autho- 
rity, knowledge  or  privity,  and  in  his  absence  and  after 
be  had  signed  the  declaration  ;  that  the  Plaintiff  never 
stated,  to  Norvill,  that  he  had  any  interest,  dependent 
on  his  8on*s  life,  in  any  property  at  Pax  ton ;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  told  Norvill  that  his  son's  life  was  not  in  the 
property  at  Puxion,  The  bill  prayed  that  the  mistake 
might  be  rectified,  or  that  Bignold  might  be  restrained 
from  availing  himself  of  it  by  way  of  defence  to  the 
action. 


1843. 


Parsons 

V. 
BlOVOLD. 


Bignold,  in  his  answer,  said  that  the  declaration  con- 
tained a  false  and  fraudulent  representation  as  to  the  state 
of  James  Parsons's  health,  and,  therefore,  the  policy  was 
void ;  and  that  lie  believed  that  the  statement  in  the 
declaration  relative  to  the  Plaintiff's  interest,  was  made, 
not  without  the  Plaintiff's  knowledge  or  privity,  but  by 
bis  direction  and  at  his  dictation.  He  admitted,  how- 
ever, that  he  had  received  a  letter,  from  Norvill,  stating 
that  he  filled  up  the  declaration  after  the  Plaintiff 
had  srgned  it ;  that  he  should  not  have  known  that  the 
Plaintiflf  had  property  at  Puxton,  unless  the  Plaintiff 
had  told  him  so,  but  he  could  not  undertake  to  swear 
that  the  Plaintiff  told  him  that  his  son's  life  was  in  that 
property,  and  tliat  the  entry  to  that  effect,  must  cer- 
tainly be  an  error  on  his  part.  The  Defendant  added 
that  he  did  not  admit  or  believe  the  statements  in  the 
letter  to  be  true,  and  that,  if  Norvill  did  fill  up  the 
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declaration  as  stated  in  the  bill,  he  did  so  as  the  agent, 
not  of  the  insurance  society,  but  of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  substance  of  iVbroiU*8  CTidence  in  chief,  was  that 
the  Plaintiff  must  have  mentioned  to  him  the  property 
at  Puxion,  otherwise  he  should  not  have  entered  it  in 
the  declaration,  for  he  should  not  have  known  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  property  there :  that  he  filled  up  the  decla- 
ration, about  an  hour  after  the  Plamtiff  had  ugned  it, 
from  his  recollection  of  the  Plaintiff^s  statements ;  bat 
could  not  depose,  with  certainty,  whether  they  were  oor* 
rectly  represented  therein.  On  cross-examination,  he 
said  that  he  could  not  swear  whether  or  not  the  Plaintiff 
told  him  that  his  son's  life  was  in  the  Puxton  proper^. 

Mr.  Beihell  and  Mr.  Prior,  for  the  Plaintiff,  said  that 
Norvill  acted  improperly,  in  filling  up  the  declaration 
after  the  Plaintiff  had  signed  it,  and  it  was  quite  plaia 
that  he  had  made  the  mistake ;  but  that  if  it  had  been 
made  by  the  Plaintiff  himself,  the  Court  would  have 
relieved  against  it :  BaU  v.  Storie  (a),  where  the  Court 
reformed  an  instrument  at  the  instance  of  the  party  who 
drew  it. 

Mr,  AnderdoH  and  Mr.  Bacon  appeared  for  the  De- 
fendant: but 


The  Vice-Chancbllor,  without  hearing  them, 
said: 

In  the  case  referred  to,  the  real  intention  of  the  parties 
appeared  from  a  written  instrument ;  and  the  object  of 
the  suit  was  to  give  effect  to  their  intention  as  it  so 

00  1  Sim.  \*  Stu.  *iio. 
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appeared.  But,  ia  this  case,  non  constat  but  that  the 
Plaintiff  may  have  made  a  statement  to  Norvill,  which 
fully  warranted  him  to  make  the  representation  which 
he  did  in  the  declaration.  The  evidence  does  not  go  far 
enough.  It  does  not  show  clearly,  as  it  ought  to  have 
done,  what  it  was  that  the  Plaintiff*  told  Norvill  relative 
to  bis  intei-est  in  his  son's  life.  In  order  to  induce  the 
Court  to  give  relief,  the  evidence  ought  to  have  shown 
that  the  entry  made  by  Norvill,  in  the  declaration,  did 
not  correspond  with  the  statement  made  to  him  by  the 
Plaintiff: 


Pa  asoNS 

V. 
RlOVOLD. 


After  the  policy  has  been  granted  on  the  footing  of 
the  statements  contained  in  the  declaration,  I  do  not 
see  how  this  Court  can  interfere ;  and,  therefore,  the  bill 
must  be  dismissed. 
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PARIENTE  V.  BENSUSAN. 

After  the  common  injunction  had  been  extended  to 
stay  trial,  the  Defendant  obtained  a  Judge*s  order  for 
changing  the  venue  in  the  action. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  held  that  he,  thereby,  committed 
a  breach  of  the  injunction. 


13th  July. 

' V ' 

Injunction. 
ConiempU 
Practke. 

It  is  a  breach 

of  an  injunction 

to  stay  trial,  to 

obtain  an  order 

to  change  the  venue  in  the  action. 


Practice, 

Notwithstand- 
ing a  Defendant 
has  notice  of 
an  order  to 
amend  and  for 
him  to  answer 
the  amend- 
ments and  ex- 
ceptions at  the 
same  time,  he 
may  file  his 
answer  at  any 
time  before  the 
order  is  served. 


On  the  5th  July,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to 
amend  his  bill,  and  for  the  Defendant  to  answer  the 
amendments  and  exceptions  at  the  same  time  ;  but  did 
not  serve  it  until  after  four  o'clock  on  the  7th.  Aboot 
one  o'clock  on  that  day,  the  Defendant,  notwithstandii^ 
he  had  notice  of  the  order,  filed  his  further  answer. 

The  Vice-chancellor  refused  to  direct  the  answer  to 
be  taken  off  the  file,  notwithstanding  the  notice,  and 
although  the  Plaintiff  had  been  unavoidably  delayed 
in  procuring  the  order,  owing  to  the  offices  being  closed 
on  the  6th,  which  was  a  holiday. 

Mr.  UfMe/Z  appeared  for  the  PlaintiflF,  and  Mr.  Cooper 
and  Mr.  Bigg  for  the  Defendant. 
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CLOGSTOUN  V.  WALCOTT.  1843: 

14th  July. 

jJY  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Appointment. 

Clogstoun,  dated  the  7th  of  August  1813,  3,049/.  con-         P(mer. 

sols  and  two  sums  of  3,000/.  each,  Antigua  currency,  Construction 

were  assigned  to  £.  Walcott  and  George  Wilder^  in  

trust,  as  to  the  two  last-mentioned  sums,  to  call  in  and  JestatnK 

.,,,./•!  having  a  testa- 

mvest  the  same,  m  their  names,  in  the  public  funds  or  mentary  power 

on  real  security  either  in  England  or  the  West  Indies^  of  appointment 

to  be,  from  time  to  time,  varied  and  transposed  as  they  children  over 

should  think  fit ;  and,  as  to  the  3,409/.  consols,  in  trust  certain  sums  of 

either  to  continue  that  sum  in  the  fund  in  which  it  was  ?^^^^  standing 
-        .  ,  ,  „  .  ,  .  ,  in  the  names  of 

then  mvested,  or  else  to  sell  it  out  and  mvest  the  pro-  ^.  and  D.  as 

ceeds,  in  their  names,  in  or  upon  any  such  funds  or  trustees,  gave 

securities,  and  with  such  power  to  alter,  vary  and  trans-  ^"j  /^y "^,^/,^/^  * 

pose  the  same  as  thereinbefore  directed  and  given  with  of  every  pouer 

respect  to  the  two  sums  of  3,000  /. ;  and  to  stand  pos-  ^^^^[^g  ^fj;  '« 
,      -    ,,    ,  .        r      1  1  ...      that  \>thaluap- 

sessed  of  all  the  trust  monies,  tunas  and  securities,  in  pointed  all  the 

trust  for  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Clogstoun  during  her  property  of  or 

life,  and,  after  her  death,  in  trust  for  her  husband  during  J^arthen  **or  at 

bis  life,  and,  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them,  in  the  time  of  Iier 

trust  to  pay  and  transfer  the  same  to  and  among  the  death,  should 

'^  •'  ''or  might  be 

child  or  children  of  the  marnage,  or  any  one  or  more  possessed  or 

exclusively  of  the  other  or  others  of  them,  at  such  age  entitled  or  have 

,  J    .n  .,  .  ,    potorr  to  dispose i 

or  ages,  m  such  manner,  and,  it  more  than  one,  in  such  \q  ^  ^^^  j^^    ' 

shares  as  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Clogstoun  should,  by  deed  or  upon  trust, 

will,  jointly  appoint,  and,  in  default  thereof,  as  the  sur-  ""^Zj^^birand 

funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses^  to  invest  the  residue  thereof,  in  their  names, 
in  the  funds,  or  upon  government  or  real  security ;  and  she  then 
declared  trusts  in  favour  of  her  children.  She  died  possessed  of 
personal  estate  more  than  sutiBcient  to  pay  her  debts  and  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses. — Held  that  her  will  was  not  an  exer- 
cise of  the  power. 
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Clogstoun 


Walcott. 


vivor  of  them  should,  by  deed,  or  by  will  signed  and 
published  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or 
more  witnesses,  appoint,  and  in  deikult  thereof,  to  or 
amongst   such   child    or   children    in   manner  follow- 
ing (that  is  to  say),  if  there  should  be  but  one  such 
child,   the   trust   funds   to    vest   in   such  only  child, 
being  a  son,  at  twenty-one,  and,   being  a  daughter, 
at  that  age  or  on  her  marriage,  and  to  be  paid  and 
transferred  to  him  or  her  at  the  same  age  or  time,  if  the 
same  should  happen  after  the  decease  of  the  surriror  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Clogstoun,  but  if  not,  then  immediately 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor ;  and,  if  there  should 
be  two  or  more  such  children,  then  the  trust  funds  were 
to  vest  in  and  be  paid  and  transferred  to  or  among  such 
two  or  more  children,  in  equal  shares,  the  shares  of  sons 
to  vest  at  twenty -one,  and  the  shares  of  daughters  at 
that  age  or  on  marriage,  and  to  be  paid  and  transfened 
at  the  same  ages  or  times ;  but,  if  the   same  shoald 
happen  in  the  lifetime  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Clogstoun  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  then  immediately  after  the  decease  of 
the  survivor.     The  settlement  then  provided   for  the 
survivorship  of  the  shares  of  such  of  the  children  as 
should  die  before  their  shares  became  vested  ;  and  it 
empowered  the  trustees  to  apply  one  half  of  the  capital 
of  each  child*s  expectant  portion  for  the  advancement, 
and  one  half  of  the  income  for  the  maintenance  and 
education  of  that  child,  and  directed  the  trustees  to 
accumulate  the  remainder  of  the  income. 

There  were  ten  children  of  the  marriage,  three  of 
whom  died  infants  and  unmarried. 

The  two  sums  of  Antigua  currency  were,  paid  to 
Wafcott  and  Wilder,  and  were  invested  by  them,  in  tlieir 
own  names,  partly  in  consols,  and,  partly,  in  three- 
and-a-half  per  cents. 
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In  July  1834,  Mr.  ClogUoun  died,  misstate  and 
without  having  joined  with  his  wife  in  any  appointment 
under  the  settlement. 

Mrs.  Chgstoun  died  on  the  20th  January  1843, 
having  made  her  will,  dated  the  13th  of  August  1840, 
and  which  was  signed  and  published  by  her  and  at- 
tested in  the  manner  required  to  be  a  due  execution  of 
the  power  given  to  the  survivor  of  her  and  her  husband 
by  the  settlement ;  and  she  thereby  gave,  to  Walcott  and 
Wilder,  1,000/.  sterling,  in  trust  to  invest  the  same  in 
their  names  in  the  public  funds  or  upon  government  or 
real  securities,  with  power  to  vary  the  same  for  other 
fands  and  securities  of  the  like  nature ;  and  she  directed 
them  to  stand  possessed  of  the  1,000/.  and  the  funds 
and  securities  upon  which  it  should  be  invested,  in 
tmst,  until  her  daughter,  Auffusta,  should  attain  twenty- 
one  or  marry,  to  apply  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
dividends  and  interest  for  her  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion, and  to  accumulate  the  surplus  for  her  benefit,  yet 
so  nevertheless  that  the  trustees  might,  if  they  should 
think  proper,  at  any  time,  apply  the  accumulations  of 
any  preceding  year  or  years  for  her  maintenance  and 
edacation  in  any  succeeding  year;  and,  after  Augusta 
should  have  attained  twenty-one  or  should  marry,  then 
to  pay  the  dividends  and  interest,  to  her  or  to  such  per- 
son or  persons  as  she  might,  but  not  by  way  of  antici- 
pation, appoint,  to  the  intent  that  the  same  might  be 
for  her  separate  use,  and,  after  her  death,  (subject  to 
the  exercise  of  the  power  thereinafter  given  with  re- 
ference to  any  husband  who  might  survive  her,)  upon 
trust  to  stand  possessed  of  the  trust-fund  for  her  child 
or  children  in  manner  therein  mentioned :  and  the  tes- 
tatrix declared  that,  in  case  there  should  be  no  child 
of  her  daughter,  Augusta,  who  should  attain  a  vested 
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interest  under  tlie  trasts  thereinbefore  declared,  then  the 
lyOOO/.  and  the  funds  and  securities  on  which  the  same 
should  be  invested,  should  (subject  to  the  life  interest 
therein  of  any  husband  who  might  survive  her)  sink 
into  the  testatrix^s  residuary  property  :  and  she  gave,  to 
Walcott  and  Wilder^  the  like  sum  of  1,000/.  sterling, 
upon  the  same  trusts  and  subject  to  the  same  powers 
for  the  benefit  of  her  daughter,  Caroline,  and  her  chil- 
dren and  any  husband  who  might  survive  her,  as  were 
thereinbefore  contained  for  the  benefit  of  her  daughter, 
Augusta,  and  her  children  and  any  husband  who  might 
survive  her :  and  she  declared  that,  in  case  there  should 
be  no  child  of  her  daughter,  Caroline,  who  should  attiiii 
a  vested  interest  under  the  trusts  thereinbefore  declared 
or  referred  to,  then  the  last  mentioned  trust  fund  shooM 
(subject  to  the  life  interest  therein  of  any  husband  who 
might  survive  her  daughter  Caroline)  sink  into  her  mm 
residuary  property. 


And  she  gave  and  bequeathed,  and,  by  vtrlatf  ^ 
every  power  enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  appointed  all 
the  property  of  what  nature  soever  and  where  soever, 
of  or  to  which  she  then  was  or,  at  the  time  of  her  death, 
should  or  might  be  possessed  or  entitled,  or  have  pamer 
to  dispose,  to  Walcott  and  Wilder,  upon  trust,  after pm^ 
ment  of  all  her  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expensOf 
and  the  two  legacies  of  1,000/,  to  invest  the  residoe 
thereof,  in  their  names,  in  the  public  funds  or  apoa 
government  or  real  securities  in  England^  with  power 
to  vary  such  funds  or  securities  for  others  of  the  same 
or  the  like  nature  ;  and,  from  time  to  time  until  her  sob 
Jidward  should  attain  the  age  of  eighteen  years  or  pre- 
viously die,  to  apply  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
interest  and  dividends  of  the  last-mentioned  trust  pr(>- 
perty  for  his  maintenance  and  education,  and  to  accn- 
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mulate  the  surplns^  and  the  accumulations  to  be  adcfed 
to  and  go  along  with  the  principal  of  the  same  pro- 
perty ;  and,  when  the  aforesaid  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
her  son  should  have  determined,  then  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  last-mentioned  trust  property  to  all  her  children 
(including  her  daughters  Caroline  and  Augusta^  and  her 
son  Edward),  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  had  already 
attained  or  should  attain  twenty-one,  or,  being  a  daugh- 
ter or  daughters,  had  already  attained  or  should  attain 
twenty-one  or  been  previously  married,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to  be 
vested  interests  in  them  at  such  ages,  days  and  times 
accordingly,  notwithstanding  the  trust  thereinbefore 
contained  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  her 
son  Edward:  and  she  directed  that,  after  the  deter* 
mination  of  that  trust,  and  during  the  rest  of  Edward's 
minority,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  to  apply  all 
or  any  part  of  the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  then  pre* 
sumptive  share  of  any  of  her  said  children  whose  shares 
should  not  then  have  become  vested  (including  her  son 
Edward),  for  his,  her  or  their  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion until  his,  her  or  their  share  or  respective  shares 
should  become  vested :  provided  that,  after  the  deter- 
mination of  the  trust  thereinbefore  contained  for  the 
benefit  of  her  son  Edward  prior  to  his  attaining  the  age 
of  eighteen  years,  or  sooner  as  to  him,  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  trustees,  during  the  minority  of  any  of 
her  sons  whose  shares  should  not  be  vested,  to  apply 
the  whole,  or  such  part  as  to  the  trustees  should  appear 
right,  of  his  then  presumptive  share,  for  his  advance- 
ment: and  she  appointed  Waleott  and  Wilder  the 
executors  of  her  wilK 


1843. 


Cloostoun 


Walcott. 


Waleott  and  Wilder  proved  the  wilL 
Vol.  XIII.  o  o 
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The  testatrix's  assets  consisted  of  2,282  L  consok, 
and  1,724/.  three-and-a-half  per  cents,  standing  in 
the  names  of  Walcott  and  Wilder^  which  were  more 
than  sufficient  to  pay  her  debts  and  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses  and  the  legacies  of  1,000  2.  giren  to 
her  daughters,  iiti^rtitfto  and  Caroline^  and,  consequently 
the  balance  of  those  two  sums  constituted  the  tes- 
tatrix's residuary  personal  estate. 


In  May  1843,  when  the  bill  was  filed,  three  of  the 
testatrix's  children  were  of  age.  The  others,  namdji 
Samuel,  Caroline,  Augusta  and  Edward,  were  nineteeo, 
sixteen,  fifteen,  and  eleven  years  old  respectively.  The 
six  eldest  were  the  Plaintiflfs  in  the  cause,  and  the 
youngest,  Edward,  and  the  trustees,  were  the  De- 
fendants. 


The  bill  alleged  that  Edward  insisted  that  the  will 
was  a  valid  execution  of  the  power  given  to  the  tes- 
tatrix by  the  settlement,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to 
have  the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  funds  therein 
comprised,  and  of  the  testatrix's  residuary  persooal 
estate,  applied  for  his  benefit:  whereas  the  Plaintiffs 
submitted  that  the  will  was  not  a  valid  execution  of  the 
power.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffii 
and  of  the  Defendant  Edward  Clogstoun,  under  the 
settlement,  might  be  declared,  and,  in  particular,  that 
it  might  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff's  were  entitled  to 
maintenance  out  of  the  trust  monies  comprised  in  the 
settlement;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
testatrix's  personal  estate,  and  that  the  same  might  be 
applied  in  a  due  course  of  administration,  and  that  the 
clear  residue  of  it  might  be  ascertained ;  and  that  the 
shares  of  the  adult  Plaintifis  of  and  in  the  said  trost 
premises  might  be  paid  or  transferred  to  them,  aud  that 
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the  shares  of  the  infants  and   of  the   Defendant  E.  1843. 

Clogstoun,  might  be  secured  for  their  benefit;  and  that      '         " 

guardians  might  be  appointed  to  them,  with  suitable      Clogstoun 

allowances  for  their  maintenance.  ..,    ^' 

Walcott. 

Mr.  BetkeU  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Russell,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs : 

The  will  itself  plainly  shows  that  the  person  who 
prepared  it,  was  ignorant  both  of  the  state  of  the 
testatrix's  family  and  of  the  existence  of  the  power 
which  she  had  under  the  settlement.  For,  first,  the 
will  directs  that,  after  the  determination  of  the  trust 
thereinbefore  contained  for  the  maintenance  of  Edward 
Clogstoun  and  during  the  rest  of  his  minority,  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  trustees  to  apply  all  or  any  part  of 
the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  then  presumptive  share 
of  any  of  the  testatrix's  children  whose  shares  should 
not  thai  have  become  vested,  for  their  maintenance,  until 
their  respective  shares  should  become  vested.  Now 
Edward  was  the  youngest  child,  and  the  ages  of  the 
other  children  were  such  that  when  he  attained  eigh- 
teen, at  which  time  the  trust  for  his  maintenance  was 
to  determine,  the  shares  of  all  the  other  children,  ex- 
<^pt  one,  would  be  vested,  and  the  share  of  that  one 
would  vest  within  a  month  afterwards  *.  Secondly ; 
if  the  will  is  held  to  be  an  execution  of  the  power,  the 
efiPect  will  be  that  all  the  children  except  Caroline  and 
Augtistaf  may  be  left  destitute  of  any  provision  until 
Edward  attains  eighteen ;  for,  during  the  intermediate 
time,  the  income  of  the  whole  of  the  property  is  appli- 
cable to  his  maintenance.     There  is  another  reason  for 

*  Edward  would  attain  eighteen  on  the  Gth  of  February 
1 850  ;  and  AugvstUy  the  next  youngest  child,  would  attain 
twenty-one  on  the  2i8t  of  March  following. 

o  o  2 
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Cloostoun 

r. 
Walcott. 


holding  that  the  bequest  in  question  was  meant  to 
operate  only  upon  the  testatrix's  own  property.  For 
it  is  a  bequest  of  a  residue  after  payment  of  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses :  but  the  funds 
which  were  the  subject  of  the  power,  could  not  be 
applied  to  the  payment  either  of  the  testatrix's  debts 
or  of  her  funeral  or  testamentary  expenses.  It  is 
laid  down,  by  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  that,  in  cases  like 
the  present,  it  is  intention  that  is  to  govern :  and, 
therefore,  where  it  can  be  inferred  that  the  power  was 
not  meant  to  be  exercised,  the  Court  can  not  consider 
it  as  executed  (« ).  And  we  submit  that  it  is  to  be 
inferred,  from  the  will  in  this  case,  that  the  testatrix 
intended  to  dispose  of  property  over  which  she  had  the 
absolute  dominion,  and  not  of  property  over  which  she 
had  only  a  qualified  and  limited  power. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Lewis,  for  the  Defendant  Ed- 
ward Clogstoun : 

It  can  not  be  assumed  that,  if  the  will  is  held  to  be 
•an  execution  of  the  power,  the  children  for  whom  no 
provision  is  made  by  it,  will  be  left  destitute  until 
Edward  shall  attain  eighteen  ;  for  they  may  have  for- 
tunes wholly  independent  of  either  of  their  parents. 
The  words  which  the  testatrix  has  used  are,  not  only: 
"  I  give  and  bequeath,"  but  also :  "  and  by  virtue 
of  every  power  enabling  me  in  that  behalf,  appoint :" 
and  the  property  which  she  proceeds  to  dispose  of,  is 
property  which  she  had  power  to  dispose  of,  as  well  as 
property  which  she  was  possessed  of  or  entitled  to. 
Therefore,  it  is  clear  that  she  meant  her  will  to  operate 
upon  property  of  both  descriptions :  and,  as  the  dis- 
position which  she  has  made,  is  in  favour  of  persons 


{(i)  See  1  Sugd,  Pow.  (^th  edit.  44a 
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•who  were  objects  of  the  power  under  the  settlement, 
she  has  not  dealt  with  the  funds  which  were  the  sub- 
ject of  her  power,  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the 
power,  and,  consequently,  the  Court  is  not  at  liberty  to 
say  that  her  will  is  not  an  exercise  of  the  power.  The 
testatrix  has  blended  the  two  species  of  property  toge- 
ther; and,  if  the  residuary  clause  is  construed,  as  it 
ought  to  be,  that  is  reddendo  singula  singulis,  the  words: 
"  after  payment  of  all  my  debts,  funeral  and  testamen- 
tary expenses,"  will  be  held  to  refer,  exclusively,  to  the 
property  of  which  she  was  owner.  Consequently,  the 
argument  founded  on  those  words,  entirely  fails.  Maples 
V.  Brown  (6). 
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1843. 


Clogstoum 


Walcott. 


Mr.    James    Parker    appeared    for    Walcott    and 
Wilder. 

The  Vice-Chancbllor: 

The  Court  must  put  a  reasonable  construction  upon 
the  language  which  the  testatrix  has  used :  and  although, 
in  making  the  disposition  in  question,  she  has  referred, 
in  terms,  to  every  power  enabling  her  in  that  behalf, 
which,  prima  facie,  would  include  every  power  enabling 
her  to  make  the  disposition,  the  question  is  whether 
the  terms  which  she  uses  when  she  proceeds  to  make 
that  disposition,  do  not  show  that  she  did  not  intend  to 
exercise  the  particular  power  in  question.  The  ques- 
tion resolves  itself  into  this :  did  the  power  enable  her 
to  do  that  which  she  has  professed  to  do? 

After  giving  two  legacies  of  1,000  Z.  each,  upon  cer- 
tain trusts  for  the  benefit  of  two  of  her  daughters  and 
their  children,  she  gives  and  bequeaths,  and,  by  virtue 


(b)  Ante  J  Vol.  11.  p.  3-7. 
o  o  3 
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Clogstoon 
Walcott. 


of  every  power  enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  appoints  all 
the  property,  of  what  nature  soever  and  wberesoefer,of 
or  to  which  she  was  then,  or,  at  the  time  of  her  death, 
should  or  might  be  possessed  or  entitled  or  have  power 
to  dispose,  to  Wakott  and  Wilder  (who,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, are  the  very  same  persons  as  were  trustees  of  the 
settlement),  upon  trust,  after  payment  of  all  her  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  the  two 
legacies  of  1,000/.,  to  layout  and  invest  the  rmdge 
thereof,  in  their  names,  in  the  public  stocks  or  funds  of 
Great  Britain  or  upon  government  or  real  securities  in 
England]  with  full  power  to  them  to  vary  such  stocks, 
funds  or  securities  for  other  stocks,  funds  or  securities 
of  the  same  or  the  like  nature.  So  that  she  disposes  of 
nothing  except  what  constitutes  residue  after  payment 
of  her  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and 
the  legacies  which  she  had  bequeathed  in  the  preceding 
part  of  her  will. 

Now  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  funds  which  were  the 
subject  of  the  power  vested  in  her  by  the  settlement, 
could  not  be  subjected  to  the  payment  either  of  kr 
debts  or  of  her  funeral  or  testamentary  expenses. 
What  she  gives,  she  gives  as  residue :  and  that  circum- 
stance shows,  clearly,  to  my  mind  at  least,  that  the  pro- 
perty which  she  intended  to  dispose  of,  was  not  the 
property  which  was  the  subject  of  the  limited  power  of 
disposition  which  she  had  under  the  settlement. 

Besides,  she  has  directed  the  trustees  to  invest  the 
residue,  in  their  names,  in  the  public  stocks  or  funds  or 
on  government  or  real  security,  and  has  empowered  them 
to  change  the  securities  for  others  of  the  like  nature,  as 
often  as  they  should  think  proper.  But,  if  the  testa- 
trix intended  her  will  to  be  an  appointment  of  the  funds 
comprised  in  the  settlement,  those  jjowers  were  uune- 
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cessary;  for  the  trustees,  who,  as  I  before  observed, 
were  the  very  same  persons  as  were  the  trustees  of  the 
funds  subject  to  the  power  of  appointment,  had  ample 
.powers  given  to  them,  for  the  same  purposes,  by  the  set- 
tlement :  and,  at  the  time  when  she  made  her  will,  those 
funds  were,  in  fact,  invested  in  stock  in  Uieir  names. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  from  the  two  circumstances 
to  which  I  have  adverted,  that  the  testatrix  intended 
to  exercise,  not  the  limited  power  which  she  had  under 
the  settlement,  but  the  general  power  of  disposition 
which  she  had  over  her  own  property. 

Consequently,  I  shall  declare  that  her  will  was  not 
an  execution  of  the  power  which  she  had  under  the  set- 
tlement 


1843. 


Cloostouk 

V. 

Walcott. 


STEELE  V.  STEWART. 


1843: 

20th  and  2  2d 

July. 


1  HE  Defendant  having  recovered  a  verdict  against 

the  Plaintiff,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  p  ^  ^-      ^ 

ship,  which  was  so  damaged,  on  a  voyage  to  India,  that  documents. 

she  was  condemned  and  broken  up  at  Calcutta,  the  Privileged  com- 

Plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  and  then  filed  ' 

a  bill  of  discovery  to  enable  him  to  defend  the  action,  A.  was  em- 
alleging  that  the  ship  was  not  seaworthy  when  the  ^i^or^J ''^r'u® 

policy  was  effected.  Plaintiff  in  an 

action,  to  col- 
One   of  the  schedules  to   the   Defendant's   answer  lect  evidence 

to  the  bill,  contained   a   list  of  certain  letters  which  H^jj^jhat^'"^''^- 

although  A. 
was  not  an  attorney,  the  communications  made  by  him,  to  the 
Plaintiff  and  his  attorney,  relating  to  the  evidence,  were  privi- 
leged. 

o  o  4 
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the  captain  of  the  ship  had  written  from  Calcuitai  and 
the  answer  stated,  in  the  body  of  it,  that  the  l>efeiidaDt, 
at  the  suggestion  and  by  the  advice  of  his  solicitorSy  had 
sent  tlie  captain,  to  Calcutta,  after  his  return  to  Eugland^ 
for  the  express  purpose  of  collecting  evidence  in  sapport 
of  the  action;  and  that  the  letters  mentioned  in  the  sche- 
dule, were  written,  by  the  captain,  to  the  Defendant  and 
his  solicitors,  whilst  he  was  at  Calcutta,  acting  by  the 
direction  and  as  the  agent  of  the  Defendants  soliciton, 
in  procuring  evidence  in  support  of  the  action,  and  that 
they  related  to  and  concerned  such  evidence,  and,  there- 
fore, were  privileged  and  confidential  communications, 
and  the  Defendant  was  not  bound  to  produce  them. 


On  the  hearing  of  a  motion  for  the  production  of 
the  scheduled  documents,  the  principal  question  was 
whether  the  Defendant  was  compellable  to  produce  the 
letters. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Hetherington,  in  support  of  the 
motion,  said  that  no  communications,  except  between 
a  solicitor  and  his  client,  were  privileged ;  that  the 
captain  did  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  solicitor  to  the 
Defendant ;  and,  consequently,  the  privilege  did  not 
extend  to  his  letters. 


Mr.  Romilly  and  Mr.  Lewis,  for  the  Plaintiff,  sjud 
tliat  the  privilege  was  not  confined  to  the  solicitor  in  an 
action  or  suit,  but  extended  to  his  clerk,  and  to  any 
person  whom  he  might  have  thought  proper  to  employ 
as  his  agent  in  the  action  or  suit:  that,  if  the  De- 
fendant's solicitors  had  employed  a  solicitor  at  Calcutta, 
instead  of  the  captain,  to  collect  evidence  in  support  of 
the  action,  there  could  have  been  no  doubt  that  the 
solicitor's  communications  to  them   would  have  beea 
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privileged.  Taylor  v.  Forster  (a) ;  Parkins  v.  Hawk- 
skaw  (b) ;  Curling  v.  Perring  (c) ;  Preston  v.  Carr  (d) ; 
Llewellyn  v.  Badeley  (e) ;  Langhorn  v.  Allnutt  (/) ;  KaA/ 
V.  JcLnsm  (g) ;  Clagett  v.  Phillips  (Ji) ;  and  Hughes  v. 
Biddulph  (i). 


1843. 


Steele 
Stewart. 


Mr.  Bethell,  in  reply,  referred  to  Storey  v.  iord 
George  Lennox  (ft),  and  said  that  communications  made 
by  a  clerk  were  not  privileged,  unless  he  was  per- 
manently in  the  employment  of  the  solicitor  in  the 
action  or  suit. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

The  authorities  that  have  been  cited,  estabUsh  that, 
if  the  party  who  was  sent  to  collect  the  evidence,  had 
been  a  clerk  of  the  Defendant's  solicitors,  his  commu- 
nications would  have  been  privileged.  And,  in  my 
opinion,  there  is  no  difference,  in  principle,  whether  the 
communications  are  made  by  the  clerk  to  a  solicitor, 
or  by  a  person  whom  the  solicitor  has  employed, 
specially,  as  his  agent,  to  collect  evidence  on  behalf  of 
the  client.  I  admit  that  this  is  an  extension  of  the 
rule  ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  principle  on  which  the 
Lord  Chancellor  acted  in  Hughes  v.  Biddulph,  applies 
to  the  present  case  :  and,  accordingly,  I  think  that  the 
letters  which  were  written,  by  the  captain  of  the  ship,  to 
the  Defendant  and  his  solicitors,  relative  to  the  evidence 


(a)  2  Carr.  &  Payne,  195. 
(6)  2  Stark,  239. 
{fi)  2  Myl.  &  Keen.  380. 
See  Judgment. 

{d)  1  Youn.  &  Jerv.  175. 
(e)  1  Hare,  527. 
(JT)  4  Taunt.  511. 


(g)  4  Taunt.  565. 

(A)  2  Youn.  &  Coll.  C.  C. 
82. 

(1)  4  Russ.  190. 

(k)  1  Keen,  341,  and  1 
Myl.  &  Or.  525. 
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1843.  which  the  captain   had  collected   in  support  of  the 

*        *        '     action^    are    prifileged,    and    ought    not  to   be  pro- 
Steele         duced(/). 

Stewart* 

(/)  See  Bunlury  v.  Bunlmrtf,  2  Beav.  173. 


1843: 
26th  July. 

' y ■ 

Injunction. 
Pleading. 


PARKER  V.  CONSTABLE. 

IN  July  1840,  the  Plaintiffs  obtained  a  judgment 
against  Richard  Constable ;  and,  in  October  following, 
they  sued  out  an  elegit,  under  which  possession  of  his 
real  estates  in  Kent  was  delivered  to  them  by  the 
sheriff.     In   December   1840,   Constable  died,  hafing 


A  judgment 

creditor,  who 

had  obuined 

possession  of  his  devised   all  his  real  estates  to  his  daughter,  the  De- 


debtor's  estates 
under  an  elegit ^ 
filed  a  bill, 
aAer  the  debt- 
or's death, 
against  his  de- 
visee, claiming 
to  have  a 
charge  on  the 
estates,  under 
1  &  2  Vict. 
c.iio,andpray- 


fendaut  Elizabeth  Constable,  in  fee,  and  appointed  her 
sole  executrix  of  his  will.  In  January  1843  the  Plaio- 
tiffs  filed  a  bill,  against  Elizabeth  Constable,  in  order 
to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  charge  on  the  testator's  real 
estates,  which  they  had  by  virtue  of  their  judgment, 
under  the  Act  for  abolishing  arrest  on  mesne  process 
and  extending  the  remedies  of  creditc^rs  against  the 
property  of  debtors  *,     In  February   1843,   EUizabeth 

♦  1  &  3  Vict.  c.  110,  8. 13. 


ing  to  have 
the  debt 

raised  and  paid  out  of  the  estates.  The  Defendant,  in  her  answer, 
claimed  the  estates,  not  as  devisee,  but  under  a  conveyance  exe- 
cuted by  the  debtor,  in  his  lifetime.  The  Plaintiff,  instead  of 
amending  his  bill,  filed  a  supplemental  bill  against  the  Defendant, 
praying  that  the  conveyance  miglit  be  declared  to  be  fraudulent 
and  vuid,  as  against  him,  and  also  that  an  ejectment  to  recover 
I)Ossesftion  of  the  estates,  which  the  Defendant  had  brought 
shortly  before  she  put  in  her  answer  to  the  original  bill,  might  be 
stiiyeci.  The  answer  to  the  stpplemental  billy  admitted,  in  effect, 
that  the  conveyance  was  voluntary.  The  Court,  however,  held 
that,  as  that  admission  was  made,  in  the  answer  to  the  supple- 
mental bill,  it  was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  injunction. 
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Constable  brought  an  ejectment  against  the  PlaintiSV 
tenanty  to  recover  possession  of  the  testator's  real  es- 
tates ;  and;  a  few  days  afterwards,  she  filed  her  answer 
in  which  she  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  real  estates, 
not  under  the  will  of  Richard  Coustabkf  but  under  a 
conveyance  from  him  dated  in  February  1039,  by  which 
he  had  limited  the  estates  to  himself  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  Defendant  in  fee.  In  March  1843, 
phe  filed  a  cross  bill,  against  the  Plaintiffs,  praying  that 
the  elegit  might  be  declared  void,  as  against  her,  and 
that  the  Plaintifis  might  deliver  up  to  her  possession  of 
the  estates,  and  might  account,  to  her,  for  the  rents 
received  by  them. 


1843. 
Parker 

V, 

Constable. 


In  April  1843  the  Plaintiffs  filed  a  supplemental  bill 
against  Elizabeth  Constable,  praying  that  the  con- 
veyance of  February  1839  might  be  declared  to  be 
fraudulent  and  void  against  the  Plaintiffs  as  creditors  of 
the  testator ;  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  have  the  same 
relief  as  they  had  prayed  by  their  original  bill ;  that  the 
action  of  ejectment  might  be  stayed,  and  that  the  sup- 
plemental and  original  suits  might  be  heard  together. 

The  injunction  having  been  obtained,  Elizabeth  Con- 
stable put  in  her  answer  to  the  supplemental  bill,  and 
then  obtained  an  order  nisi  for  dissolving  the  injunc- 
tion. 


Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Steere  now  showed  cause  against 
that  order  being  made  absolute.  They  read  a  passage 
from  the  answer  to  the  supplemental  bill,  iu  which 
Elizabeth  Constable  stated  that  the  conveyance  of  Fe- 
bruary 1839,  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
provision  for  her,  and  in  consideration  of  the  grantor's 
natural  love  and  affection  for  her,  and  of  the  attention 
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that  she  had  paid  and  the  services  that  she  had  rendered 
to  him  during  his  great  age  and  infirmities:  and  they 
contended  that  that  passage  amounted  to  an  admission 
that  the  conveyance  was  voluntary  and,  therefore,  void  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  grantor,  under  13  Eliz.  c.5. 


Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Dixon^  for  the  Defendant,  said, 
first,  that  the  question  whether  the  conveyance  was 
voluntary  or  not,  was  a  legal  question,  and  would  be 
tried  in  the  ejectment ;  and  that  a  judgment  creditor 
had  no  equity  to  deprive  the  Defendant  of  her  right  to 
try  that  question  in  a  court  of  law ;  secondly,  that  the 
bill  on  which  the  injunction  had  been  obtained,  could 
not  be  termed,  with  any  propriety,  a  supplemental  one ; 
because  it  was  founded  on  a  totally  different  ground  of 
equity,  and  was  discordant,  in  its  nature  and  character, 
from  and,  consequently,  could  not  be  attached  to  the 
original  bill :  and  that,  tlxerefore,  it  was  impossible  to 
maintain  any  order  upon  the  two  bills. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 

When  I  had  heard  out  the  argument  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
I  was  not  aware  what  was  the  precise  mode  in  which 
the  original  bill  was  constructed  ;  but  it  seemed  to 
me  that,  if  it  did  not  appear,  upon  the  answer  of  the 
Defendant  upon  which  cause  is  shown,  that  the  De- 
fendant admitted  that  there  was  a  question  in  equity 
which  she  was  litigating  in  one  way  and  the  Plaintiflfs 
in  another  way,  that,  of  itself,  would  be  a  reason  why 
the  injunction  should  be  continued ;  but  then  it  must 
be  a  question  in  the  same  cause ;  and  I  did  understand, 
at  the  time,  that  the  original  bill  was  not  precisely  in 
the  form  in  which  I  now  find  it  to  be. 


The  case  stands  in  this  way  :  the  original  bill  is  filed. 
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by  the  Plaintiffs  insisting  upon  the  statutory  benefit 
which  they  have,  by  virtue  of  being  judgment  creditors, 
against  the  Defendant  as  devisee  of  the  land  from  the 
debtor  on  the  judgment.  To  that  bill  the  Defendant 
put  in  a  very  long  answer,  and,  after  having  filed  it,  she 
filed  what  she  called  a  cross  bill ;  in  which  she  might 
have  stated  whatever  she  pleased ;  for  there  can  be  no 
demurrer  to  a  cross  bill,  because  it  comes  forward  in 
the  shape  of  a  defence.  Then,  by  her  answer  to  the 
original  bill  and  by  her  cross  bill,  she  set  up,  as  a  de- 
fence against  the  claim  that  was  made  against  her  in  the 
character  of  devisee,  that  she  claimed  by  an  elder  and 
better  title,  namely,  by  the  conveyance  that  was  made 
to  her  in  February  1839.  1  ought  to  have  mentioned 
before,  that  she  had  commenced  an  ejectment  before 
she  filed  her  answer.  Then  what  did  the  Plaintiffs 
do  ?  Having  got  the  answer,  they  did  not  amend 
their  original  bill,  but  filed  a  bill  (which  was  a  very 
proper  bill  of  supplement  in  one  respect),  stating  the 
fact  of  the  action  having  been  brought,  which  was  purely 
supplemental ;  and  also  stating  divers  matters  whereby 
they  considered  themselves  entitled  to  pray  that  the 
conveyance  might  be  set  aside.  So  that,  instead  of  the 
original  bill  being  amended  for  the  purpose  of  stating 
the  conveyance  and  charging  that  it  was  void,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  only  character  in  which  the  Defendant 
could  take,  was  the  character  of  devisee,  I  have  the 
original  bill  asking  relief  against  her  in  the  character  of 
devisee,  and  another  bill  proceeding  upon  a  foundation 
of  facts  which  happened  before  the  filing  of  the  ori- 
ginal bill,  and,  therefore,  ought  to  have  been  introduced, 
by  way  of  amendment,  into  the  original  bill.  If  that 
course  had  been  adopted,  the  first  question  at  the  hear- 
ing, would  have  been  :  Is  the  conveyance  good  ?  And 
if  it  were  held  to  be  void,  thou  the  Defendant  would 
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1843.  stand  only  in  the  character  of  derisee:  and  the  next 

'  *  '  question  would  be,  whether  the  Plaintiffs^  being  judg- 
Parkbr  ment  creditors  and  having  taken  oat  an  elegit,  were 
entitled  to  the  statutory  benefit  which  is  given  to  judg- 
ment creditors.  Such  would  have  been  the  course  of 
proceeding  if  the  original  bill  had  been  amended  in  the 
manner  which  I  have  pointed  out. 

The  Plaintiffs,  however,  instead  of  amending  their 
original  bill,  have  thought  proper  to  file  another  bill 
(which  they  call  a  supplemental  one)  for  the  purpose, 
not  only  of  obtaining  an  injunction  to  stay  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  ejectment,  but  also  of  bringing  before  the 
Court  those  matters  relating  to  the  conveyance  to  the 
Defendant,  which  they  ought  to  have  introduced  into 
their  original  bill :  and  the  consequence  will  be  that  I 
shall  have  to  bear  the  case  made  by  the  second  bill, 
first ;  and,  if  I  decide  that  suit  in  favour  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, I  shall  have  to  hear  the  case  made  by  the  original 
bill  afterwards.  So  that  I  must  decide  the  second 
question  before  I  decide  the  first* — [Mr.  Stuariz  The 
Defendant  states,  in  her  answer  to  the  original  bill, 
that  she  derives  her  title  under  the  conveyance  of 
February  1839  ;  and,  therefore,  the  question  as  to  the 
validity  of  that  conveyance,  is  involved  in  the  original 
suit.] — That  may  be  so  :  and  I  admit  that  the  two  suits 
are  joined  together,  to  a  certain  extent.  But  the  ques- 
tion raised  by  the  original  bill,  is  very  different  fiom 
that  which  is  raised  by  the  supplemental  bill.  The  two 
are,  in  effect,  different  suits;  and,  therefore,  it  appears 
to  me  that  it  is  nothing  to  say  that  the  answer  to  the 
supplemental  suit,  represents  that  there  is  a  question  in 
that  which,  in  effect,  is  another  cause.  I  admit,  as  I 
said  before,  that,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  two  are  joined 
together,  but,  in  effect,  they  are  different  suits.    And 
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if,  in  a  suit  about  something,  the  Defendant  represents  1843. 

that  there  is  an  equitable  question  about  the  same  thing     "  ' 

in  another  suit,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  Parker 
equity  confessed.  The  equity  confessed,  to  sustain  the 
hill,  must  be  equity  confessed  in  the  very  suit  in  which 
the  answer  is  filed  :  and  my  opinion  is  that  the  course 
which  the  Plaintiflf  has  taken,  is  not  such  as  to  allow 
him  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  fact  that  there  is  an 
equitable  question  raised,  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Defendant,  upon  the  original  bill. 

Taking  it  merely  as  a  supplemental  bill  or  a  separate 
bill,  but  as  a  bill  to  which  an  answer  has  been  put  in, 
it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  equity  con- 
fessed; and,  therefore,  the  order  for  dissolving  the 
injunction  must  be  made  absolute. 


The  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  from 
the  above  order;  and,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1U45,  his 
Lordship  delivered  the  following  judgment : 

The  original  bill  stated  that  Richard  Constable  was 
indebted,  to  the  Plaintiffs,  in  the  sum  of  427  /. :  that  a 
judgment  was  obtained  against  him,  for  that  sum, 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  :  that  he  was  seised  of 
and  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  a  certain 
real  estate,  or  that  he  had  a  certain  disposing  power 
over  it  which  he  might  exercise  for  his  own  benefit, 
without  the  assent  of  any  other  person ;  and  that  the 
Plaintiffs  sued  out  an  elegit  on  the  judgment,  and  were 
put  into  possession  of  the  property  by  the  sheriff.  The 
bill  further  stated  that  the  rents  were  of  small  amount, 
and  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debt  within  any  reason- 
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able  time :  that  under  the  statute,  the  PlaintiSs  were  to 
be  considered  as  having  a  charge  on  the  estate  from  the 
date  of  the  judgment.  The  bill  further  stated  that 
Constable  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  the  Defendant  and  appointed  her 
his  executrix :  and  it  prayed  that  the  estate  might  be 
sold  and  the  debt  paid  out  of  the  proceeds.  The 
Defendant,  in  her  answer,  alleged  that,  before  the 
judgment  was  entered  up,  Con^oi^  conveyed  the  estate 
to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
Defendant  in  fee,  and  denied,  therefore,  that  he  had  any 
disposing  power  over  the  property  in  question.  Before 
the  filing  of  the  answer,  the  Defendant  brought  an 
action  of  ejectment,  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  s^iost 
the  tenant  of  the  Plaintiffs,  to  recover  possession  of  the 
premises.  The  Plaintiffs  then  filed  a  supplemental 
bill,  against  tlie  Defendant,  re-stating  most  of  the  facts 
contained  in  the  original  bill,  with  much  additional 
matter ;  and  setting  out  a  voluminous  correspondence. 
They  alleged  the  conveyance  to  have  been  without  con- 
sideration, and  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
them  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth ;  and  they 
prayed  a  declaration  to  that  effect.  They  also  stated  the 
fact  of  the  ejectment  having  been  brought,  and  prayed 
for  an  injunction.  The  common  order  having  been 
obtained,  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  disallowed  the 
cause  shown,  and  dissolved  the  injunction.  The  oh* 
ject  of  the  present  motion  is  to  discharge  the  Vice* 
Chancellor's  order. 


It  has  been  truly  stated  that  the  greater  part  of  the 
new  mutter  contained  in  the  supplemental  bill,  occurred 
before  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  and  ought,  there- 
fore, to  have  been  made  the  subject  of  amendment, 
and  not  brought  forward  by  way  of  supplement ;  and 
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that  the  only  material  fact  that  occurred  after  the  filing  1843. 

of  the  original  bill,  was  the  bringing  the  ejectment.  '        "^        ' 

Parkbr 

The  rule  is  that  nothing  can  be  properly  made  the  ^' 

.  Constable 

subject  of  a  supplemental  bill,  which  might  have  been  in- 
troduced, by  amendment,  into  the  original  bill.  Nothing, 
therefore,  can  be  more  irregular  than  the  state  of  this 
record ;  and,  as  it  is  of  the  utmost  consequence  to  adhere 
to  rules  of  pleading  in  this  Court,  which  tend  so  much 
to  facilitate  the  administration  of  justice,  I  do  not  think 
that  I  should  be  warranted  in  granting  the  present  ap- 
plication. 

The  motion  is  made  in  the  supplemental  suit ;  and 
there  is  no  matter,  properly  supplemental,  in  that  suit, 
thai  can  support  it. 

It  would,  I  think,  be  extraordinary  to  bring  in  aid, 
for  that  purpose,  matter  which  is  not  supplemental,  and 
which  ought  never  to  have  been  introduced  into  the 
bill. 

It  was  suggested,  indeed,  that  the  bill,  might  be 
treated  as  an  original  bill,  disregarding  the  former  bill. 
But  it  professes  to  be  a  supplemental  bill,  and  it  is  such 
in  its  frame.  The  original  bill  is  undismissed.  The 
Defendant  has  put  in  her  answer  to  that  bill,  and  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  her  answer.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  the  former  bill  cannot  be  treated  as  a  nullity, 
or  the  second  bill  considered  otherwise  than  as  a  sup- 
plemental bill ;  though  it  is  an  irregular  supplemental 
bill.  I  agree,  therefore,  with  the  Vice-chancellor ,  and 
think  that  he  was  right  in  refusing  to  sustain  the  in- 
junction. 

Vol.  XIII  p  p 
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2 1st  July  and 

13th  Nov. 


IBBETSON  V.  IBBETSON. 


/idminisi  ration, 

A  i  sets. 

Debts. 

Specific 

legacies. 


I  HE  original  hearing  of  this  cause,  is  reported  trntt 
Vol.  X.  p.  496,  and  the  hearing  for  further  direc- 
tions, ante  Vol.  XII.  p.  206.  The  appeal  firom  the 
decree  is  reported  in  5  Myl.  &  Craig,  p.  26.  The 
cause  DOW  came  on  to  be  heard,  a  second  time,  for  fil^ 

ther  directions. 
A.  the  executor 
of  B.  dealt  with 
canal  shares, 
which  had  be- 
as  his  own  pro-    P'^^>  furniture  &c.,  some  of  which  was  his  own  pro- 
perty, and  ulii-    perty,  and  the  rest  the  property  of  his  deceased  brother. 


Sir   Charles  Ibbetso/i,  the  brother  and  executor  of 
Sir  Henry  Carr  lObetson,  died,  in  1839,  possessed  of 


mately  be- 
qeathed  them, 
to  C. ;  and  he 
gave  certain 
other  chattels, 
which  always 
had  heen  his 


He  was  possessed  also  of  shares  in  the  Calder  and 
Hebble  Navigation  Company,  in  his  own  right;  and 
had  treated,  as  his  own,  some  other  shares  in  that 
company,  which  had  been  the  property  and  still  re- 
mained in  the  name  of  his  brother.  He  left  some  of  his 
brother's  debts  un|)aid ;  and  it  appeared,  by  a  report 


own  property, 

to  D.,  and  died 

possessed  of  but  niade  in  the  cause,  that  a  balance  of  3,937  /.  was  doe 

very  little  other  from  him  in  respect  of  his  receipts  and  payments  00 
account  of  his  brother's  estate. 


property,  leav- 
ing some  of 


By  his  will,  he  directed  his  debts  to  be  paid,  in  the 
first  place,  out  of  his  personal  estate  not  specifically 
bequeathed  ;  and,  if  that  should  be  insufficient,  then 


f^.'s  debts  un- 
paid, and  a 
halancp  due 
from  him  in 
rcbpect  of  his 
receipts  and 
payments  on 

account  of  iJ.'s  estate.  At  his  death,  the  canal  shares  remained 
standing  in  JB.'s  name. — Held  that  those  shares  were  not  ex- 
clusively applicable  to  pay  B.'s  unsatisfied  debu ;  but  that  ^.'s 
general  personal  estate  must  be  applied  first,  and  that  C.  and  D, 
must  contribute  to  make  up  the  deficiency  in  proporiion  to  the 
value  of  the  articles  bequeathed  to  them  respectively. 
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out  of  the  funds  thereinafter  given  to  his  younger  son 
James  Frederick  and  his  daughter  Laura.  He  then 
bequeathed  all  his  shares  in  the  Calder  and  Hebble 
Navigation  Company  (meaning  thereby,  as  the  counsel 
for  the  different  parties  admitted,  his  late  brother's  as 
well  as  his  own  shares),  and  also  his  stock  in  the 
French  funds,  to  his  son,  Frederick  James,  his  stock  in 
the  English  funds,  to  his  daughter  Laura,  and  certain 
sums  secured  on  part  of  his  family  estates,  to  his  same 
son  and  daughter.  He  next  made  dispositions  of  his 
plate,  furniture  &c.  (which,  it  was  likewise  admitted, 
comprised  his  own  as  well  as  his  brother's  property)  in 
favour  of  his  elder  son,  Henry  Charles,  and  his  younger 
son,  Frederick  James ;  and,  lastly,  he  gave  certain  jewels, 
trinkets  &c.  to  his  daughter  Laura,  and  appointed  John 
Thomas  Selwyn  and  Dame  Alicia  Mary  Ibbetson,  his 
brother's  widow,  the  executor  and  executrix  of  his  will. 


1843. 


Ibbetson 

V. 

Ibbetson. 


The  testator  having  left  but  little,  if  any,  personal 
property  except  that  which  he  had  specifically  disposed 
of,  and  the  funds  bequeathed  to  Frederick  James  and 
Laura  being  insufficient  to  discharge  his  debts,  the 
question  was,  in  what  manner  the  payment  of  Sir 
Henry  Carr  Ibbeison^s  unsatisfied  debts  was  to  be  pro- 
vided for. 


Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Elmsley,  for  the  Plaintiff  Fre- 
derick James  Ibbetson,  and  Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Parry, 
for  the  Defendant  Sit  Charles  Henry  Ibbetson,  con- 
tended that  the  balance  of  3,957/.  was  to  be  first 
applied  in  payment  of  Sir  H.  C.  Ibbetson's  debts,  and, 
if  it  should  prove  insufiicient,  then  that  the  chattels 
specifically  bequeathed,  by  Sir  Charles,  to  his  sons  and 
daughter,  must  contribute,  in  proportion  to  their  values, 
to  make  np  the  deficiency. 

F  p  2 
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Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Wa^urd,  (or  the  Defen- 
dant Laura  Ibbeison,  contended  that  the  assets  of  Sir 
Henry  Carr  Ibbetson  remaining  in  specie^  must  exclu- 
sively maintain,  as  far  as  they  would  extend,  the  burden 
of  paying  his  debts.  Halliway  v.  Tatiner{a) ;  Scott  t. 
Beecher(b),  and  Lord  Ilchesier  v.  Lord  C€umQrv(m(c), 
which  they  principally  relied  on. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  : 

The  question  in  this  case,  really  arises  on  the  will  of 
Sir  Charles  Ibbetson. 


Sir  Henry   Carr  Ibbetson  died  possessed   of  canal 

shares,  furniture,  plate  and  other  articles,  which  Sir 

Charles,  his  brother  and  executor,  possessed  himself  of 

and  dealt  with  as  his  own ;  and,  indeed,   he  so  dealt 

with  the  general  assets  of  Sir  Henry,  that,  at  his  death, 

his  estate  was  indebted  to  the  estate  of  Sir  Hemy, 

Then,  it  is  not  disputed  that,  by  the  bequests,  in  Sir 

Charleses  will,  of  his  canal  shares,  plate,  furniture  &c^ 

the  shares,  plate,  furniture  &c.  both  of  Sir  Henry  and 

Sir  Charles,  passed;   and,  therefore,   the    legatees  of 

those  articles  take  them  just  as  if  they  had  been,  'm 

fact,  wholly  the  property  of  Sir  Charles.     The  debts 

due  from  his  estate  to  the  estate  of  Sir  Henry,  must  be 

paid  in  precisely  the  same  manner  as  any  other  debts 

of  Sir  Charles :  that  is,  his  general  personal  estate  most 

be  applied,  first,  in  payment  of  them ;  and,  as  he  has 

directed  his  debts  to  be  paid  out  of  the  funds  given  to 

his  son  Frederick  James  and  his  daughter  Laura  (by 

which  I  understand  him  to  mean  the  sums  given  to 

them  jointly),  if  his  personal  estate   not   specifically 

{a)  1  Ru«8.  &  Myl.  (y\3.  (A)  5  Madd.  96. 

(r)   1  Beav.  209. 
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bequeathed,  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  them,  those  1B43. 

funds  must  be  next  applied ;  and,  if  they  also  prove 
insufficient,   all  the  other  specific  legacies  must  con- 


Ibbetsok 


tribute,  proportionably,  to  make  up  the  deficiency.  Ibbetsok 

Declare  that  all  the  debts  of  Sir  Charles  Ibbetsoff,  in- 
cluding the  debts  due  from  him  to  the  estate  of  Sir 
Henry  Carr  Ibbetson*Q  estate,  must,  so  far  as  the  gene- 
ral personal  estate  of  Sir  Charles  and  the  specific  funds 
given  to  Frederick  James  Ibbetson  and  Laura  Ibbetson 
jointly,  are  insufficient,  be  satisfied  by  the  specific 
legatees  of  the  canal  shares,  plate,  furniture  Scc^  out  of 
their  specific  legacies,  proportionably. 


THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  THE  CORPO- 
RATION OF  LICHFIELD.  ast&y. 

Motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction    restraining  the      Municipal 

Defendants  from  ordering  the  treasurer  of  the  corpo-      ^^^eb/^'^' 

ration  to  pay,  out  of  the  city  or  borough  fund  or  any  

funds  or  property  of  the  corporation,  any  sum  or  sums    .  ®  ^?7^^' , , 
.  ,         ^  r     '        /.  i_      1  •  o  lion  of  Ltchjieidf 

of  money  m  or  towards  satisfaction  01  the  claims  of  one  constituted 

Mallet  t,  in  respect  of  the  promissory  note  for  200  /.  under  the 
mentioned  in  the  information.  poratiorActr* 

5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  borrowed 
2 00/.  of  M.  to  enable  them  to  pay  L.  their  then  treasurer,  sums 
which  he  had  paid  to  creditors  of  the  old  corporation,  and  gave 
M,  their  promissory  note  for  the  200^  Ihey  did  not,  however, 
pay  over  that  sum  to  L,,  but  suffered  him  to  receive  their  then 
accruing  income  in  reduction  of  what  was  due  to  hiro,  and  applied 
the  200 L  to  purposes  to  which  the  income  would  otherwise  have 
heen  applicable. — Held  that  the  corporation  had  no  authority  to 
give  the  promissory  note,  as  it  was  not  given  to  secure  a  debt  due 
prior  to  the  passing  of  the  5lh  ^  6th  Will.  4,  c.  76. 
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1843.  The  answer  stated  that  in  1837,  the  Defendaots  being 

'        '         '     indebted,  in  600  /.,  to   William  Lawton,  their  then  trci- 
^^  surer,  for  sums  which  he  had  paid,  out  of  his  own  mo- 

nieS)  in  liquidation  of  debts  incurred  by  the  old  corforor 
turn,  prior  to  the  p€tssiiig  of  the  Municipal  Curparatiim 
Tub  Corpora-  ^^^  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  and,  Lawton  being  entitled,  as 
TioN  OP  against  the  Defendants,  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  cre- 
LrcHFiELP.  ditors  whom  he  had  paid,  the  Defendants  borrowed 
200  /.  of  Malleti,  to  enable  them  to  pay  the  600  /.  due 
to  Lawton,  and  gave  Mallett  their  promissory  note  for 
that  sum,  which  was  signed  by  the  then  mayor,  and 
sealed  with  the  corporate  seal ;  that  the  200  /.  was  not 
paid  over  to  Lawton,  but  he  was  permitted  to  receive,  in 
reduction  of  the  600  /.,  the  then  accruing  income  of  the 
corporation,  which,  otherwise,  would  have  been  applied 
in  payment  of  the  ordinary  expences  of  the  corporation, 
and  the  200/.  was  applied,  by  the  then  mayor,  in  pay- 
ment of  those  expenses ;  and  that,  in  manner  afoiesaid 
and  by  means  of  the  200  /.,  the  Defendants  were  en- 
abled to  satisfy  and  did  satisfy  and  discharge,  to  the 
extent  of  200  /.,  the  amount  of  debt  which  had  been 
originally  created  or  incurred  by  the  old  corporation, 
prior  to  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Cole  appeared  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Greene  opposed  it. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
sect  92 ;  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  104.  sect.  1 ;  and  7  Will.  4 
ift  1  Vict.  c.  78,  sect.  28,  were  referred  to. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
My  opinion  is  that  the  injunction  ought  neither  to  be 
dissolved  nor  even  altered ;  for  it  is  quite  clear,  faking  all 
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the  Acts  of  Parliament  that  have  been  referred  to,  toge-  1843. 

ther,  that  the  corporation  had  no  authority  to  give  the 
promissory  note  to  Mallett ;  for  it  was  not  given  either 
to  secure  an  old  debt,  or  to  a  person  to  whom  money     'genbkal 
was  due  before  the  passing  of  the  first  Municipal  Cor.  ^ 

poration  Act  passed  in  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty.         The  Corpora- 
tion OP 
Lichfield. 


The 
Attorney- 


1843: 
2d  &  3d  Nov. 


an 


ROBERTS  V.  MADOCKS. 

IN  December  1007  Griffith  Parry,  being  seised  of 

estate  in  Carnarvonshire,  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  a       ^^nuiiy. 

•*                             ®^                     Injunction. 
term  of  years  to  Thomas  Parry  Jones  Parry ^  conveyed  

the  equity  of  redemption  to  William  Alexander  Ma-  The  grantor  of 
dochs,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity  for  the  life  of  a^iniitted  in  his 
G.  Parry,  which  was  charged  upon  the  estate.     On  answer  to  a  bill 

the  22d  of  June  1810,    Madocktt,  in  consideration  of  [°  Chancery, 

that  the  annuity 
5,000  L,  granted  an  annuity  of  500/.,  which  also  was  was  a  subsisting 

charged  upon  the  estate,  to  Henry  Wright,  for  three  charge  on  his 

lives;  and  the  bill  alleged  that  the  estate  was  of  greater  decree  and  pro- 

anmud  value  than  that  annuity.      In    August    1816,  ceedings  in  the 

Thomas  Parry  Jones  Parry  filed  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  ^^'^  ^^"^  ^'^""^^ 

•^  the  annuity  as 

against  Griffith  Parry,  Madocks,  Wright,  and   H.  C.  valid. 

Berkeley  who  was  the  trustee  of  a  term  of  years  for    ,  Under  those 
securing  Wright'^  annuity  •.     In  May  1817,  Madocks  tie'^graS?' 
put  in  his  answer  to  that  bill,  in  which  he  admitted  that  devisee  was  re- 
he  had  granted  the  annuity  of  600  /.  to  Wright,  and  that  strained  from 
,  ,  .    .        ,  ,  ^      1      proceeding,  at 

it  was  then  a  subsisting  charge  upon  the  estate.     On  the  [g^^  to  set  aside 

5th  of  May  1823  the  cause  was  heard,  and  it  was  then  the  annuity  for 
referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  ^^"[^1^  ^  ™^" 
due  to  Thomas  Parry  Jones  Parry,  for  principal  and 

•  This,  probably,  was  the  suit  of  Parry  v.  Wright^  which 
is  reported  in  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  369. 
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interest  on  his  mortgage,  and  to  tax  his  and  also 
Berheley'%  costs,  which  were  to  be  paid  by  T,  P.  Jfuta 
Parry ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  upon  Griffith  Parry 
paying,  to  T.  P.  J.  Parry,  such  principal,  interest,  and 
costH,  within  six  months  after  the  Master  should  hate 
made  his  report,  T.  P.  J.  Parry  should  re-assign  the 
mortgaged  premises  and  deliver  up  documents  as  therein 
mentioned  * ;  but,  in  default  of  such  payment,  that 
G.  Parry  should  be  foreclosed ;  and,  in  case  of  such 
foreclosure,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master  should  con- 
pute  T.  P.  J.  Parry*s  subsequent  interest  and  tax  his 
subsequent  costs,  and  appoint  a  new  time  and  place  for 
payment  of  what  should  be  found  due  to  him ;  and, 
upon  Wright  paying  to  T.  P,  J.  Parry  what  should  be 
so  found  due  to  him,  within  three  months  afler  the 
Master  should  have  made  his  subsequent  report,  it  was 
ordered  that  T.  P.  •/•  Parry  should  re-convey  the 
mortgaged  premises  and  deliver  up  documents  as 
therein  mentioned  *  ;  but,  in  default  of  such  payment, 
IVright  was  to  be  foreclosed ;  and,  in  case  of  such  fore- 
closure, it  was  ordered  that  the  uUaster  should  compute 
T,  P.  J.  Parry^s  further  subsequent  interest  and  tax 
his  subsequent  costs,  and  appoint  a  new  time  and  place 
for  payment  of  what  should  be  found  due^  and,  upon 
Madocks  paying,  to  T.  P.  J.  Parry,  what  should  be 
reported  due  to  him,  within  three  months  after  the 
Master  should  have  made  his  report,  it  was  ordered  that 
T,  P.  J,  Party  should  re-convey  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises and  deliver  up  documents  as  therein  mentioned  *; 
and,  in  default  of  Madocks  paying  to  T.  P.  J.  Parri/ 
what  should  be  found  due  to  him,  Madocks  was  to  be 
foreclosed  :  but,  in  case  Griffith  Parry  should  redeem 
T.  P.  J.  Parry,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master  should 


*  So  in  brief. 
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take  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  G.  Parry y  for 
arrears  of  his  annuity,  and  compute  interest  on  what  he 
should  have  so  paid  to  T.  P.  J.  Farryy  and  to  tax  his 
costs  of  the  suit ;  and,  upon  Wright  paying  to  G.  Parry 
what  should  be  reported  due  to  him  for  arrears  of  his 
annuity,  together  with  what  he  should  have  so  paid  to 
T.  P.  J.  Parry,  with  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and 
for  his,  G.  Parry's,  costs  of  the  suit,  within  three 
months  after  the  Master  should  have  made  his  report, 
at  such  time  and  place  as  the  Master  should  appoint, 
it  was  ordered  that  G.  Parry  should  convey  the  mort- 
gaged premises  (but  subject  to  his  annuity),  and  deliver 
up  documents  as  therein  mentioned ;  but,  in  default  of 
Wright  paying,  to  G.  Parry,  what  should  be  reported 
due  to  him  as  aforesaid  for  arrears  of  his  annuity  and 
what  he  should  have  so  paid  to  T.  P.  J.  Parry  for  his 
costs  of  the  suit  as  aforesaid,  by  the  time  aforesaid, 
Wright  was,  from  thenceforth,  to  stand  foreclosed  ;  and, 
in  case  of  such  foreclosure,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
Master  should  carry  on  the  account  of  the  arrears  of  the 
annuity  due  to  G.  Parry,  and  tax  his  subsequent  costs, 
and  compute  subsequent  interest  on  what  he  should  have 
so  paid  to  T.  P.  J,  Parry ;  and,  upon  Madocks  paying 
to  G.  Parry,  what  he  should  have  so  paid  to  T.  P.  •/. 
Parry,  with  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  what 
should  be  reported  due  to  him  for  arrears  of  his  annuity 
and  for  his  costs  of  the  suit,  it  was  ordered  that  G. 
Parry  should  re-convey  the  mortgaged  premises  (subject 
to  his  annuity),  and  deliver  up  documents  as  therein 
mentioned ;  but  in  default  of  Madocks  paying,  to  G. 
Parry,  what  he  should  have  so  paid  to  T.  P,  J.  Parry, 
with  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  together  with  what 
should  be  reported  due  to  him  for  arrears  of  his  annuity 
and  his  costs  of  the  suit  as  aforesaid  by  the  time  afore- 
said, Madocks  was  to  be  foreclosed :  but  in  case  Wright 
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should  redeem  G.  Ptary,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master 
to  compute  interest  on  what  he  should  have  so  (mid  to 
G.  Parry f  and  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due,  to 
Wright,  for  arrears  of  his  annuity,  and  to  tax  his  costo 
of  the  suit,  and  to  appoint  a  new  time  and  place  for 
payment  of  what  should  be  so  found  due ;  and,  upon 
Madocks  paying,  to  Wright,  what  he  should  have  so 
paid  to  G.  Parry,  with  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid, 
and  what  should  be  reported  due,  to  Wright,  for  arrears 
of  his  annuity  and  his  costs  of  the  suit,  within  three 
months  after  the  Master  should  have  made  his  report, 
it  was  ordered  that  Wright  should  convey  the  mort- 
gaged premises  (subject  to  his  annuity),  and  deliver  up 
documents  as  therein  mentioned ;  but,  in  default  of 
Madocks  paying,  to  Wright,  what  he  should  have  so 
paid  to  G.  Parry,  with  interest  thereon,  and  what  should 
be  reported  due  to  him  for  arrears  of  his  annuity  and 
his  costs  of  the  suit  by  the  time  aforesaid,  Madocks  was 
to  be  foreclosed  *. 


On  the  10th  of  May  1826,  the  Master  reported  what 
was  due,  for  principal,  interest  and  costs,  to  T.  P.  J, 
Parry,  and  fixed  a  time  and  place  for  payment  of  the 
sum  by  G.  Parry. 

Wright  appealed  from  the  above  decree ;  but,  on  the 
5th  of  May  1828,  it  was  affirmed. 

Madocks  died  in  April  1828,  having  devised  all  his 
real  estates  to  his  wife  for  life  with  remainder  to  his 
daughter  in  tail  general,  with  a  devise  over  to  one  Hoi' 


*  The  above  is  a  copy  of  the  decree  as  it  was  set  out  in 
the  brief.  Other  forms  of  decrees  of  successive  foreclosuret 
and  redemptions,  will  be  found  in  Seton  on  Decrees,  155  et 
seg. ;  and  in  a  Netolan<fs  Practice,  339  et  seq. 
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ford  J  which  did  not  take  effect,  O.  Parry  died  in  1829, 
having  appointed  his  wife,  Ann  Parry^  his  executrix. 
She  died  in  March  1832,  having  appointed  John  Pugh 
her  executor.  T.  P.  J.  Parry  died  in  January  1838, 
having  appointed  his  sons,  Thomas  Parry  JoTies  Parry 
and  John  Parry  Jones  Parry ,  his  executors;  and,  in 
September  1835,  they  filed  a  bill  of  revivor  and  sup- 
plement against  Pugh^  Mrs.  and  JAibs  Madochs,  Wright, 
Berkeley  VLud  Holford. 

In  1837,  Roberts  one  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  present 
suit,  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  mortgaged  estate. 
In  February  1839,  Pugh  died,  having  appointed  L. 
Williams  and  E.  Rees  his  executors;  and  they  were 
brought  before  the  Court  by  a  bill  of  revivor. 
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In  April  1840,  Wright  sold  and  assigned  his  annuity, 
and  the  collateral  securities  for  it,  to  the  Plaintiff  Ro- 
berts;  and,  in  May  following,  Roberts  was  brought 
before  the  Court  by  a  supplemental  bill. 

In  January  1841,  a  supplemental  decree  was  made 
declaring  T.  P.  J.  Parry  and  his  brother  to  be  entitled, 
as  the  personal  representatives  of  their  late  father,  to 
the  benefit  of  the  decree  of  the  5th  of  May  1823,  and  of 
the  report  of  May  1826,  made  in  pursuance  of  it ;  and 
referring  it,  to  the  Master,  to  take  an  account  of  what 
was  due  to  them,  as  such  personal  representatives,  on 
their  late  father's  mortgage,  from  the  foot  of  the  former 
report,  and  to  tax  them  their  subsequent  costs  of  the 
original  and  supplemental  suits,  and  also  the  subsequent 
costs  of  Berkeley.  The  decree  then  directed  T.  P.  J. 
Parry  and  his  brother  to  pay,  to  Berkeley,  his  subse- 
quent costs,  and  the  Master  was  to  add  such  subsequent 
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interest  and  costs  to  the  principal^  interest  and  costs 
found  due  by  the  report  of  May  1826  ;  and  on  William 
and  Rets  paying  to  T.  P.  J.  Parry  and  his  brother, 
what  should  be  found  due  to  them  for  such  principal, 
interest  and  costs  and  subsequent  principal,  interest 
and  costs,  and  for  what  they  should  pay,  to  HfrAelry, 
for  his  subsequent  costs,  within  three  months  after  the 
Mmsier  should  have  made  his  report,  at  such  time  and 
place  as  the  Metier  should  appoint,  T.  P.  J.  Parry 
and  his  brother  were  to  re-convey  and  re-assign  the 
mortgaged  premises,  and  deliver  up  documents  as 
therein  mentioned ;  but,  in  default  of  such  payment, 
Williams  and  Rets  were  to  be  foreclosed  ;  and,  in  case 
of  such  foreclosure,  it  was  referred  back,  to  the  MoMter^ 
to  compute  subsequent  interest  on  the  mortgage-debt, 
and  to  tax  the  subsequent  costs  of  T.  P.  J.  Parry  and 
his  brother,  and  to  appoint  a  new  time  and  place  for 
payment  of  what  should  be  found  due  for  such  snbfle- 
quent  interest  and  subsequent  costs,  together  with  what 
should  have  been  before  reported  due,  to  them,  for 
such  further  interest  and  costs  as  aforesaid  ;  and,  upon 
Wright^  and  Robtrti  as  his  assignee,  paying,  to  71  P,J, 
Parry  and  his  brother,  what  should  be  found  due  to 
them,  for  such  principal,  interest  and  costs  as  aforesaid, 
within  three  months  after  the  report,  they  were  to  re- 
convey  and  deliver  up  documents  as  therein  mentioned ; 
but,  in  default  thereof,  Wright  and  Roberts  were  to  be 
foreclosed :  and,  in  case  of  such  foreclosure,  it  was 
ordered  8cc.  8cc.  The  supplemental  decree  then  pro- 
ceeiled  to  foreclose  Mrs.  and  Miss  Madocks  and  Holford, 
on  like  terms :  and  next,  in  case  WiUiams  and  Rets 
should  redeem  T.  P.  J.  Parry  and  his  brother,  it  pro- 
vided for  the  foreclosure,  first  of  Wrig/u  and  Roberts 
and,  afterwards,  of  Mrs.  and  Miss  Madocks  and  Uo/ford: 
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andy  lastly,  in  case  Wright  and  Roberts  should  redeem 
Williams  and  Rees^  it  provided  for  the  foreclosure  of 
Mrs.  and  Miss  Madocks  and  Holfard*. 

On  the  11th  of  April  1B42,  Roberts,  in  obedience  to 
an  order  in  the  causes,  paid  T.  P.  J.  Parry  and  his 
brother,  out  of  the  rents  of  the  mortgaged  estate  re- 
ceived by  him,  the  sum  which  the  Master  had  found 
due  to  them  as  directed  by  the  decree  of  January  1841 ; 
and,  thereupon,  they  assigned  their  late  father's  mort- 
gage, to  a  trustee,  in  trust  for  Roberts  and  WiUiams  and 
Rees.  On  the  Ist  of  August  1842,  Roberts  paid  to 
Williams  and  Rees,  the  sum  which  the  Master  had 
found  due  to  them  in  pursuance  of  the  decree.  On  the 
Mth  of  December  1842,  the  Master  reported  what  was 
due  to  Roberts,  and  appointed  Mrs.  and  Miss  Madocks 
and  Holford  to  pay  the  amount  to  him  on  the  24th  of 
March  1843.  But  they  never  made  the  payment;  and, 
on  the  1st  of  April  1843,  the  decree  of  foreclosure  was 
made  absolute  against  them. 

The  bill  in  the  present  suit,  was  filed,  on  the  17th  of 
June  1843,  by  Roberts  and  Wright,  on  behalf  of  JRoier/s 
and  the  other  creditors  of  Madocks,  against  Mrs.  and 
Miss  Madocks  and  M.  H.  Edwards  (to  whom  adminis- 
tration to  Madocks*^  estate  had  been  granted  in  December 
1842),  and,  after  stating  the  matters  before  mentioned, 
it  alleged  that  the  whole  of  the  debt  found  due,  by  the 
Master,  to  Roberts,  together  with  a  further  arrear  of  his 
annuity  since  accrued,  still  remained  due  to  him ;  that 
the  judgment  which  had  been  entered  up  against  Ma- 
docks,  and  by  which  that  annuity  was  collaterally  se- 
cured, had  been  revived  and  was  in  full  force  against 
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•  See  the  decree  of  May  1823. 
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his  estate  and  eflTects ;  that  the  estate,  the  equity  of  re- 
demption of  which  had  been  foreclosed,  was  not  equal, 
in  value,  to  one-fourth  of  the  debt  found  due  to  Roberts; 
that  Madocks,  in  addition  to  that  estate,  died  seised  of 
very  large  estates  both  in  England  and  Wales,  and  that 
the  income  arising  therefrom,  and  from  certain  tolls  and 
harbour  dues  which  formed  part  of  his  estate,  was  to  a 
very  large  amount,  and  that  the  same  had  been  received 
by  Mrs.  Madocks,  since  her  husband's  decease,  and 
applied  by  her  to  her  own  use.  -The  bill  prayed  for  an 
account  of  what  was  due,  to  Roberts,  in  respect  of  the 
sum  found  due  to  him  by  the  Master  and  the  further 
arrear  of  his  annuity  and  the  judgment  for  securing  the 
same ;  and  for  an  account  also  of  McuhKks^s  real  and 
personal  estates ;  that  his  real  estates  might  be  sold, 
and  that  the  debts  due  to  Roberts  and  the  other  creditors 
of  Madocks  might  be  paid ;  and  for  a  receiver  of  bis  per- 
sonal estate  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estates 
and  of  the  tolls  and  harbour  dues,  and  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  receiving  the  same,  and 
from  selling  the  real  estates  except  under  the  direction 
of  the  Court. 


On  the  8th  of  June  1843,  Mrs.  and  Miss  Madocks 
obtained  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  inti- 
tuled, *  Wright  v.  Madocks,*  requiring  Wright  to  show 
cause  why  the  annuity-deed  of  the  22d  of  June  1810, 
the  warrant  of  attorney  given  as  a  collateral  security, 
and  the  judgment  entered  up  thereupon,  should  not  be 
set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  those  securities  had  not 
been  enrolled  pursuant  to  17th  Geo.  3,  c.  26,  and  that 
the  lands  on  which  the  annuity  was  secured,  were  not 
of  equal  or  greater  annual  value  than  the  annuity. 


Mr.  Belhell  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  now 
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moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Mrs.  and  Miss 
Madocks  from  taking  any  proceedings  for  the  purpose 
of  having  the  rule  made  absolute.  They  relied  on  the 
admission,  in  Madocks's  answer  to  the  foreclosure- 
billy  that  the  annuity  was  a  subsisting  charge  upon 
the  mortgaged  estate,  and  they  said  that  the  decree 
in  the  foreclosure-suit  was  a  final  adjudication  respect- 
ing the  validity  of  the  annuity;  and  that  not  only 
MadockSf  but  all  persons  claiming  under  him  were 
bound  by  that  admission  and  adjudication.  They  then 
referred  to  the  supplemental  decree  and  to  the  pro- 
ceedings that  had  taken  place  under  it,  in  which  the 
grant  of  the  annuity  to  Wright  and  the  tranfer  of  it  to 
Roberts,  were  treated,  throughout,  as  valid  transac- 
tions :  and  they  relied,  more  especially,  upon  the  report 
of  the  24th  of  December  1842,  in  which  the  Master 
certified,  in  effect,  that  he  had  been  attended  by  the 
solicitors  of  Mrs.  and  Miss  Madocks,  and,  in  their  pre- 
sence,  had  proceeded  to  the  matters  referred  to  him,  and 
from  which  it  appeared  that  Roberts  had  made  a  pay- 
ment amounting,  nearly,  to  5,000/.,  to  WilUams  emdRees, 
in  pursuance  of  the  decree ;  and  in  which  also  the 
Master  found  what  was  due,  to  Roberts,  for  the  arrears 
of  his  annuity  and  for  the  payment  which  he  had  so 
made.  They  concluded  by  asking  whether  the  De- 
fendants ought  to  be  allowed  JLo  annul,  as  they  were 
attempting  to  do,  the  decrees  and  proceedings  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  by  which  the  validity  of  the  annuity 
had  been  so  fully  established,  by  obtaining  a  rule  from 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  grounded  on  a  stale  objec- 
tion founded  on  the  Act  of  Geo.  3d. 


1843. 

V 
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Sir  C.  Wttherell,  Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Craig,  for 
the  Defendants : 
The  admission   made  by  Madocks,  amounts  to  no- 
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thing;  for  the  annuity  was  a  subsisting  chaige,  until 
it  was  set  aside :  and,  moreover,  that  admissbn  was 
made,  inter  alios ;  for  it  was  made,  not  by  MadockSf 
the  grantor,  to  Wright  the  grantee,  but  to  Parry,  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  suit.  Besides,  it  does  not  appear  that 
Madocks,  when  he  put  in  his  answer,  knew  that  no 
memorial  of  the  annuity  had  been  enrolled ;  and  an 
admission  is  not  binding,  unless  it  appears  that  the 
party  knew  his  rights  at  the  time  when  he  made  it. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor : — A  course  of  proceeding  has 
taken  place,  on  the  faith  of  Madocks's  admission,  in  the 
pr(^ress  of  which  Robertsh^  paid  nearly  5,0002.,  oat  of 
his  own  pocket,  in  addition  to  the  sums  which  he  paid, 
in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  1B42,  out  of  the  rents  of 
the  mortgaged  estate.] 

By  the  Act  of  George  the  3d,  the  grant  of  the  annaitj 
and  all  the  securities  for  it,  are  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes.  Can  this  Court  give  validity  to  those  instru- 
ments in  direct  contravention  of  the  Act  ?  Bromk^  ?. 
Holland  {a)  I  Davis  y.  Lord  Strathmore  {b) ;  Doe  w. 
Ford(c). 


Mr.  Betheli,  in  reply,  said  that  the  validity  of  the  an- 
nuity had  been  admitted  by  Madocks  and  established  by 
the  decree  in  the  original  foreclosure-suit,  and  that  it 
had  been  recognized  by  the  decree  and  proceedings  in 
the  supplemental  suit  to  which  Mrs.  and  Miss  Madoch 
were  parties ;  and  that,  under  those  circumstances,  the 
Court  would  not  permit  them  to  dispute  the  validity 
of  the  annuity,  in  a  collateral  proceeding  in  another 
Court. 

(a)  Coop.  C.  C.  9,  and  5  Ves.  610,  and  7  Ves.  3. 
{Jj)  iG  \es.     See  p,  428,  (c)  3  Adol.  &  Ell.  649. 
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The  question  is  whether  the  proceedin^y  in  the  Court        j. 
of  Queen's  Bench,  to  set  aside  the  annuity,  can  have 
any  use;  the  object  of  the  parties,  who  have  instituted       Ma  docks. 
that  proceeding,  being,  in  effect,  to  set  aside  what  has 
taken  place  in  this  Court. 

It  seems  to  me  that,  even  if  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  should  decide  that  the  annuity  is  void  for  the 
reason  assigned,  the  proceedings  in  this  Court  must 
remain  just  as  they  are. 

The  decree  of  the  6th  of  May  1823,  placed  the  Co- 
defendants  in  the  situation  of  Plaintiff  and  Defendant 
with  respect  to  each  other ;  for  it  gave  each  of  them 
the  same  rights  as  they  would  have  had  if  they  had  in* 
stituted  separate  suits  against  their  Co-defendants. 

After  the  admission  deliberately  made  by  Mr.  Ma- 
docks,  under  whom  the  parties  who  have  obtained  the 
rule  at  law,  claim,  and  after  the  proceedings  that  have 
taken  place  in  this  Court,  have  been  allowed  to  go  on 
for  so  great  a  number  of  years,  I  can  not  conceive  that 
any  Court  would  take  upon  itself  to  say  that  the 
annuity  was  not  good,  when  the  objection  made  to  it 
was  on  no  other  ground  than  the  value  of  the  estate 
upon  which  it  was  charged,  which  it  would  be  very 
difficult  if  not  impracticable  to  ascertain  when  so  many 
years  have  elapsed  since  the  annuity  was  granted.  Of 
course,  if  an  issue  were  directed  to  ascertain  the  value, 
the  matter  would  then  depend  upon  the  finding  of  the 
jury,  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  perhaps,  might 
adopt  what  the  jury  found.  But  that  could  have  no 
effect  upon  the  proceedings  which  have  taken  place  in 
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this  Court.  And,  if  the  proceeding  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  can  have  no  good  effect,  and  indeed  can 
have  only  the  mischievous  effect  of  tending  to  cast  a  slur 
upon  the  proceedings  which  have  been  allowed  to  go  on, 
unquestioned,  for  so  great  a  length  of  time,  in  this 
Court,  my  opinion  is  that  I  ought  not  to  permit  that 
proceeding  to  be  carried  any  further. 


I  am  inclined  to  think  that,  if  the  parties  who  have 
obtained  the  rule,  had  applied,  to  this  Court,  for  leave 
to  file  a  bill  of  review,  the  facts  that  appear  in  this 
cause,  would  have  afforded  one  of  the  strongest  reasons 
for  refusing  the  application.  And,  if  this  Court  would 
not  have  given  leave  to  file  a  bill  of  review,  I  see  no 
reason  why  it  should  suffer  another  proceeding  to  go 
on  which  can  have  only  a  tendency  to  produce  an  effect 
which  this  Court  ought  not  to  allow :  therefore,  I  shall 
grant  the  injunction. 
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JONES  V.  JONES.  1843: 

3d  Nov. 

John  JONES,  by  his  will  dated  the  9th  of  April  ^.^^ 

I803y  bequeathed  the  sum  of  10,000/.  to  trustees,  in     Construction. 

trust  to  invest  it  in  the  usual  securities;  and  to  pay  the  ^^  p^^'j'l^?/* 

dividends,  interest  &c.  " to  my  son  John Llayd  Jones,  gt^-u^  «« vested*' 

during  his  life,  and,/rowi  arid  after  his  decease,  then  upon  

trust  to  pay  the  interest,  dividends  and  annual  produce   ^®*^^°^  '>®" 

ofone-half  part  of  the  said  stocks,  funds  or  securities,   10,000/.  in  trust 

in  case  the  present  or  any  future  wife  of  the  said  John  *^''  ^'*  ^^"» 

Lloyd  Jones  shall  happen  to  survive  him,  unto  such  wife  |jfg  remainder 

during  her  life  ;  and  upon  further  trust  io  pay  and  apply  in  trust  for  the 

the  other  half  part  of  the  said  stocks,  funds  or  securities,  j^^^j  ^  u 

and  the  accruing  dividends,  interest  and  produce  thereof,  and  as  they 

and  also  the  said  half  part  of  such  stocks,  funds  or  should  attain 

,,..,,.  ,         ,  ,  -         twenty-one,  as 

securities,  the  dividends,  interest  and  annual  produce  tenants  in 

whereof  is  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  wife  of  the  said  common,  and, 

John  Lloyd  Jones  during  her  life  as   aforesaid,   from  ^kQufd^jI  ^°* 

and  after  her  decease,  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  before  their 

the  child  and  children  of  the  said  John  Lloyd  Jones  shares  6ecaiii^ 

lawfully  to  be  begotten,  share  and  share  alike  as  tenants  i^^e  their 

in  common,  when  and  as  they  shall  severally  attain  the  shares  to  be 

age  of  twenty-one  years  \  and  in  case  any  of  the  said  P      ^^}  ^''^ 

children  shall  happen  to  die  before  his,   her,  or  their  any  of  them 

shares  shall  become  payable,  leaving  lawful  issue,  then  fhould  die 

before  their 
shares  became 
payable,  leaving  no  issue,  their  shares  to  be  paid  to  the  survivors 
at  the  same  time  as  their  original  shares  should  become  payable ; 
and,  if «/.  L  J,  should  have  no  child,  or,  having  8uch,  they  should 
all  die  under  age  and  mlhuut  issue^  then  the  trust  fund  to  sink  into 
the  residue  ;  which  the  testator  gave  to  two  of  his  other  children. 
J.  L«  J.  had  four  children,  all  of  whom  attained  twenty-one.  One 
of  them  died,  in  his  Ufetime,  without  issue. 

Held  that  "  payable"  meant  '<  attain  twenty-one,"  and,  conse- 
quently, that  one-fourth  of  the  fund  vested  in  the  deceased  child. 

QQ  2 
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1 843.  the  share  or  shares  of  him,  her  or  them  so  dying,  whe- 

*        ^  ther  original  or  accruing  by  survivorship,  shall  go  and 

Jones  j^  p^j^  ^^^^  ^^j  amongst  such  his,  her  or  their  re- 

.    '  spective  issue,  equally,  share  and  share  alike  :  bat,  in 

case  any  of  the  said  children  shall  happen  to  die  before 
his,  her,  or  their  share  or  shares  shall  become  payable, 
leaving  no  lawful  issue,  then  the  share  or  shares  of  him, 
her  or  them  so  dying,  shall,  from  time  to  time,  go  and 
be  paid  to  and  amongst  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them,  at  such  time  or  times  as  his,  her  or  their  original 
share  or  shares  shall  respectively  become  payable  as  afore- 
said :  but,  in  case  the  said  John  Lloyd  Jones  shall  have 
no  child  or  children,  or,  having  such,  they  shall  all  die 
under  age  and  without  issue,  then  I  direct  the  said  stocks, 
funds  or  securities  to  sink  into  and  be  deemed  and 
considered  as  part  of  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate, 
and  be  disposed  of  as  afler  mentioned.     Provided  that, 
in  case  the  said  John  Lloyd  Jones  shall  happen  to  die 
leaving  a  child  or  children  or  the  issue  of  any  deceased 
child  or  children,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for,  and  I  do  hereby  direct  the  said  trus- 
tees to  apply  the  dividends,  interest  and  produce  of  the 
aforesaid  stocks,  funds  or  securities  to  which  such  child 
or  children  or  the  issue  of  such  deceased  child  or  children 
respectively,  would  become  entitled  on  their  severally 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  for  and  towards 
his,  her  or  their  maintenance  and  education  during  his, 
her  or  their  minority,  and,  likewise,  to  apply  all  or  any 
part  of  his,  her  or  their  respective  expectant  share  or 
shares  of  the  said  stocks,  funds  or  securities,  in  placing 
out  him,  her  or  them  clerk  or  apprentice,  or  in  any 
other  manner  for  the  benefit  of  such  child  or  children 
or  the  issue  of  such  deceased  child  or  children  respec- 
tively.    I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  rest  and  residue  of 
my  personal  estate  and  effects,  unto  ray  son  WiBiam 
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Fowler  Jones,  and  daughter  Lucy  Eliza  Mackay,  and  1843. 

to  their  respective  executors  or  administrators,  equally 
to  be  divided  between  them  share  and  share  alike^as 
tenants  in  common. 

The  testator  died  in  1800.  John  Lloyd  Jones  had 
two  sons  and  two  daughters  who  attained  twenty-one  j 
and  all  of  them,  except  the  eldest  son,  survived  their 
father  and  were  parties  to  the  suit.  The  eldest  son  died 
in  September  1831,  intestate  and  without  leaving  issue. 
The  Defendant,  Jennings,  was  his  administrator.  John 
Lhyd  Jones  died  in  February  1838.  His  wife  was  still 
living. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the  will,  stating 
that  the  surviving  children  of  John  Lloyd  Jones  insisted 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  they, 
by  reason  of  their  eldest  brother  having  died  in  his 
father's  lifetime,  were  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  trust 
fund,  subject,  as  to  a  moiety,  to  the  life  interest  of  their 
mother  therein :  and  that  Jennings,  as  the  administrator 
of  the  deceased  son  of  John  Lloyd  Jones,  insisted  that 
he  was  entitled,  subject  as  aforesaid,  to  one-fourth  of 
the  fund,  inasmuch  as  the  eldest  son,  having  attained 
twenty-one,  acquired  a  vested  interest  in  that  portion  of 
the  fund.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  rights  and  interests 
of  all  parties,  in  and  to  the  fund,  might  be  declared. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  as  a  short 
cause. 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  Schomberg  appeared  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs the  trustees  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Bethell,  for  the  surviving  children  of  John 
Lloyd  Jones: 
Thb  case  is  distinguishable  from  those  in  which  the 
QQ  3 
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1843.  word,  *'  payable,"  has  been  held  to  mean,  *'  Tested," 

*        '        '      such  as  Emperor  v,  Rolf e (a);  Hope  v.  Lord  CUfdem  (b) ; 
Jones  p^i^  ^   Burden (c);  Howgrave  v.  Cartier(d);  Per- 

'^'  feci  V.  Lord  Curzon  (e).     For,  first,  the  question  in  each 

of  those  cases  arose,  not  on  a  will  but  on  a  settlement, 
by  which  a  parent  had  made  a  provision  for  his  children. 
Secondly,  there  was  no  provision,  as  there  is  in  the 
instrument  now  before  the  Court,  for  the  issue  of  the 
children.  Thirdly,  the  language  of  the  settlement  was 
obscure  and  inconsistent,  and,  therefore,  the  Court  feU 
itself  authorized  to  decide  according  to  the  presumed 
intention  of  the  settlor.  In  this  case,  the  language  of 
the  will  is  perfectly  plain  and  unambiguous ;  and  there 
is  no  reason  whatever  why  the  word  "  payable,**  should 
have  any  other  than  its  true  meaning  given  to  it.  The 
shares  of  the  children  are  to  be  paid  to  them  en  the 
happening  of  itoo  events,  namely,  the  death  of  their 
father  and  their  attaining  twenty-one ;  and  the  gift  over 
is  to  take  effect,  not,  simply,  on  a  child  dying  before 
his  share  becomes  payable,  but  before  his  share  becomes 
payable,  leaving  no  lawful  issue.  The  case  of  Empen^ 
V.  Rolfe  was  decided  upon  the  two  following  grounds: 
first,  there  was  no  provision  for  the  children  of  a  child 
dying  before  the  child's  portion  became  payable ;  and, 
secondly,  the  time  of  payment  was  postponed  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate.  On  referring  to  the  judgment  in 
Hope  V.  Lord  Clifden,  it  will  be  apparent  that  the 
motives  that  induced  the  Court  to  come  to  the  decisioa 
in  that  case,  do  not  exist  here.  Potvis  v.  JBurdett  too 
was  a  case  between  parent  and  child,  and  there  was  no 
provision  for  the  issue  of  a  child.     Howgrave  v.  Cartier 

(a)  I  Vez.  208.  (rf)  3  Ves.  &  Beam.  79. 

(6)  6  Ves.  499.  (e)  5  Madd.  44a. 

(c)  9  Vcs.  428. 
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was  a  case  of  the  same  description^  and  the  settlement  1843. 

was  ambiguously  expressed.  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  11.,  in 
giving  judgment  in  that  case,  says:  '^  If  the  settlement 
is  incorrectly  or  ambiguously  expressed,  if  it  contains  Jon'es 

confliictiBg  and  contradictory  clauses,  so  as  to  leave,  in 
a  degree,  uncertain  the  period  at  which,  or  the  contin- 
gency upon  which  the  shares  are  to  vest,  the  Court 
leans,  strongly,  towards  the  construction  which  gives  a 
vested  interest  to  the  child  when  that  child  stands  in 
need  of  a  provision ;  usually,  as  to  sons,  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one,  and,  as  to  daughters,  at  that  age  or  mar- 
riage." The  case  of  Perfect  v.  Lard  Curzon  was  de- 
cided, principally,  on  the  authority  of  Howgrave  v. 
Cartier.  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C,  in  his  judgment,  says : 
''  This  settlement  is  to  be  tried  by  the  rule  which  is  stated, 
by  Sir  W,  Grant,  in  the  case  of  Howgrave  v.  Cartier. 
If  this  settlement  clearly  and  unequivocally,  throughout 
all  its  provisions,  makes  the  right  of  a  child  to  depend 
upon  its  surviving  both  its  parents,  then  a  Court  of 
Equity  has  no  authority  to  control  that  disposition ;  but 
if  this  settlement  be,  in  any  of  its  provisions,  ambigu- 
ously expressed,  so  as  to  leave  it,  in  any  degree,  uncer- 
tain, whether  it  was  intended  that  the  right  of  a  child 
should  depend  upon  the  event  of  its  surviving  both  its 
parents,  then  the  Court  is  bound,  by  authority,  to  de- 
clare, upon  what  may  be  called  the  presumed  intention 
in  instruments  of  this  nature,  that  the  interest  of  a  child, 
though  not  to  take  effect  in  possession  until  after  the 
death  of  both  parents,  did,  upon  the  limitations  in  this 
settlement,  vest  in  sons  at  twenty-one,  and  in  daughters, 
at  twenty-one  or  marriage.  In  settlements  of  this  de- 
scription, there  are  two  sets  of  clauses  to  be  considered: 
the  clauses  of  gift  to  the  children,  and  the  clauses  of 
gift  over  to  others  upon  failure  of  the  children ;  and  the 
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1843.         mulhorities  require  that  both  sets  of  clauses  should  be 

clearly  and  uQambiguoudy  expressed." 
Jokes 

Jokes.  '^^  ^^*^  o( Brigkt  ▼.  Rome  (/)  is  the  first  thataroae 

OD  a  testamentary  instmmenL  There  the  Master  of  iht 
Ralls  says :  **  The  rule  bang  that,  when  a  testator  has 
unequivocally  expressed  an  intention  that  a  provision  to 
be  made  for  his  children,  shall  depend  upon  their  sor- 
viving  both  their  parents,  the  Court  must  give  effect  to 
that  intention,  and  can  only  lean  to  the  presumption  in 
favour  of  children,  where  the  intention  of  the  testator  is 
ambiguously  expressed.  The  single  questioa  for  cons- 
deration  in  this  case,  is  whether,  upon  the  whole  will, 
the  testatrix  has  or  has  not  clearly  and  unambignoosly 
expressed  her  intention  in  that  respect.  The  ezpces- 
sions  of  the  testatrix  are  not  to  be  subjected  to  any 
violence  for  the  purpose  of  raising  an  implication  in 
favour  of  the  children ;  but  the  ambiguity  must  appear, 
obviously,  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  Mrs.  Rowe^  hav- 
ing by  ber  marriage  settlement  a  power  of  appointing 
the  principal  sum  of  2,000  /.  at  the  decease  of  her  has> 
band,  if  he  should  survive  her,  by  a  testamentary  instni* 
ment  directed  that  sum  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
only  child  she  then  had,  and  any  other  child  or  childres 
she  might  thereafter  have  by  her  husband.  She  consi- 
dered that  she  might  die,  leaving  these  children  nndet 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  or,  being  daughters,  unmarried ; 
and  she  therefore  directed  that,  if  the  2,000  /.  should 
become  payable  when  the  child  then  living,  or  any  other 
child  or  children  should  be  under  twenty-one  or  unmar- 
ried, the  trustees  should  apply  the  proportions  of  such 
children  for  their  maintenance  and  education  until  they 

(/)  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  316. 
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Bhould  attain  twenty  one  or  marry,  when  their  shares  184^. 

were  to  be  paid  to  them.     So  far  there  is  a  clear  direc- 
tion that  the  shares  shall  vest  in  the  children  at  twenty- 
one  or  marriage.     But  she  also  foresaw  that  another         Jones. 
event  might  happen,  namely,  that  the  children,  or  some 
of  them^  might  not  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  husband;  and  sher  provides  for  that  event  by  direct- 
ing that,  if  her  daughter  who  was  then  living,  or  any 
child  or  chileren  she  might  thereafter  have,  should  die 
before  their  portions  of  the  2,000  L  became  payable,  then 
the  same  should  go  and  belong  to  the  survivors  or  sur- 
vivor of  tliem.    I  can  see  no  ambiguity  whatever  here ; 
but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that,  by  dying  before  their 
portions  became  payable,  the  testatrix  meant,  dying  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  husband  ;  and  that  the  shares  of  the 
children  so  dying,  are  given  to  the  survivors  or  survivor 
of  them."    So  the  testator  in  the  present  case,  foresaw 
that  the  children  oi  John  Lloyd  Jones,  or  some  of  them, 
might  die  in  his  lifetime,  and  he  has  provided  for  that 
event  by  directing  that,  if  they  should  leave  issue,  their 
shares  should  go  to  their  ifisue,  but,  if  they  should  not 
leave  issue,  that  their  shares  should  go  to  the  surviv- 
ing children  or  child. 

Mr.  Ramilly  who  was  with  Mr.  Bethell,  cited  Biete- 

Jield  V.  Record  (g),  and  Hervey  v.  McLaughlin  (A).     Sir 

Charles  Wetherell  and  Mr.  PrescoU  White  appeared  for 

the  Defendant,  Jennings,  the  personal  representative  of 

the  eldest  son  of  John  Lloyd  Jones.    But, 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  without  hearing  them, 
said: 

Suppose  that  John  Lloyd  Jones  had  had  two  chil- 
dren only,  and  one  of  them  had  attained  twenty-one 

(g)  Ante,  Vol.  II.  page  354.  (h)  1  Price,  264. 
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1843.  and  died,  withoot  issue,  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  other 

had  died  under  twenty-one  and  without  issue ;  where 
would  the  trust-fund  have  then  gone  to? 


JONBS 

Jox  ss. 


The  only  question  in  this  case,  is  whether  the  word, 
^  payable/'  is  not  equivalent  to  attaining  twenty-one  ? 

The  first  gift  is  to  the  children  of  John  lioyd  Jomn^ 
when  and  as  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years;  and  if  any  of  them  happen  to  die  before  thdr 
shares  become  payable,  leaving  issue,  their  shares  are 
to  go  to  their  issue ;  but,  if  they  die  before  their  shares 
become  payable,  leaving  no  lawful  issue,  their  shares 
are  to  go  to  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them ;  and  if 
John  Uoyd  Jomes  shall  have  no  child  or  children,  or, 
having  such,  all  of  them  shall  die  under  age  and  witii- 
out  issue,  then  the  fund  is  to  sink  into  the  residue.  So 
that  the  question  is  whether,  **  payable"  does  not  mean 
attaining  twenty-one  ?  I  think  that  it  does ;  and,  there- 
fore, I  shall  declare  that  the  Defendant,  JenmMg$,is 
entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  fund,  as  the  administrator 
of  John  Uoyd  Jones.  • 
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IN  RE  THE  LONDON  BRIDGE  APPROACHES  ,5 

ACT  (2d  &  3d  Vict.,  c.  107;  Local).  6th  Nov. 


^ 


EX  PARTE  EMILY  HAWKINS   AND  A.  WOL-      ^ 

STON.  DevUeeand 


executor* 


1  HE  first  section  of  the  abo?e-mentioned  Act  em- 
powered the  Common  Council  of  London  to  take  and  3?*®  Common 

^   ,  ,        ,.,  1  ,1  Council  of 

vse  any  of  the  tenements  or  hereditaments,  and  to  pull  London  being 

down  and  remove  any  of  the  houses  or  buildings,  men-  empowered,  bjr 

iioned  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  Act,  which  they  might  parl^ln^nV  to 

deem  necessary  or  expedient  to  take,  use,  or  pull  down  take  a  freehold 

and  remove  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  at  any  time  at  house,  belong- 
/.  •        ,      1  1       tK  .     .        .      ing  10  ^.,  for 

the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  after  notice  in  wnt-  ^^^  purposes  of 

iDg  of  the  intention  to  take  or  use  the  same,  should  be  (he  Act,  at  the 
given  to  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  such  tenements  or  gj^'^months  after 
hereditaments.  notice  given  of 

their  intention 

The  seventeenth  section  enacted  that  it  should  be  law-  ^  *"^®  '^®  , 

same,  served 

ful  for  all  bodies  corporate,  trustees  &c.  tenants  for  life,  A.  with  the  re- 

not  only  on  behalf  of  themselves,  but  also  on  behalf  of  q,"'''®^  "^tice  in 

the  persons  entitled  in  remainder,  reversion,  expectancy  1840.    The 

or  contingency  or  for  any  other  future  estate  or  interest,  amount  of  the 

where  such  persons,  whether  entitled  to  the  next  or  wa^aftCTwards^ 

any  subsequent  estate  or  interest,  should  not  be  ascer-  agreed  upon, 

tained  or  should  be  incapable  of  contracting  for,  selling  ^^^  ^,"  abstract 

or  conveying  the  same,  and  for  all  other  persons  whom-  gent  to  the 

soever,  who  were  or  should  be  seised  or  possessed  of  or  Common  Coun- 

interested  in  any  tenements  or  hereditaments  described  jg'     he^died 

having  by  his 
will,  dated  in  1837,  devised  his  real  estate  ioB.  and  his  residuary 
personal  estate  to  C— Held  that  the  purchase-money  (which, 
after  A*%  death,  was  paid  into  Court  under  the  Act)  was  to  be 
considered  not  as  part  of  his  real,  but  as  part  of  his  personal 
estate,  and  that,  all  his  debts  ^c.  having  been  paid,  it  belonged 
to  his  residuary  legatee* 
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1 843.  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  Act,  which,  by  the  Commoo 

Councili  should  be  thought  necessary  for  any  of  the 
H  A^^^Va  purposes  of  the  Act,  to  contract  for,  sell  and  convey 
the  same  to  the  Corporation  of  London ;  and  that  all 
contracts,  conveyances,  acts  and  deeds,  which  shoald 
be  made  by  such  bodies  corporate,  or  trastees  or  other 
persons  as  aforesaid,  should  be  valid  and  effectual  in 
the  law,  to  all  intents  aud  purposes  whatsoever. 

The  nineteenth  section  enacted  that  all  bodies  ccx^ 
porate,  trustees  and  other  persons  thereinbefore  capa- 
citated to  contract  for,  sell  or  convey  any  sach  tene- 
ments or  hereditaments  as  aforesaid,  or  any  other 
owners  of  any  such  tenements  or  hereditaments  or  any 
estate  or  estates,  interest  or  interests  therein,  migbt 
accept  and  receive  such  satisfaction  or  recompenoe  for 
the  value  thereof,  as  should  be  agreed  upon  between 
them  and  the  Common  Council ;  and,  if  they  could  not 
agree,  that  the  amount  should  be  settled  by  a  jury. 

The  thirty-fourth  section  enacted  that  if  any  money 
should  be  agreed  or  awarded  to  be  paid  for  any  tene- 
ments or  hereditaments,  or  estates  or  interests  therem, 
taken  or  purchased  by  virtue  of  the  powers  of  the 
Act,  which  should  belong  to  any  body  corporate,  trus- 
tee or  other  person  who  had  no  power  to  give  a  valid 
receipt  for  the  same,  or  to  sell  and  convey  the  same 
premises  otherwise  than  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  sach 
money  should  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England  in 
the  name  and  with  the  privity  of  the  Accountant- 
general  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  be  placed  to 
his  account  there,  ex  parte  "  The  Mayor  and  Com- 
monalty and  Citizens  of  the  City  of  London ^  trustees 
of  London  Bridge^*'  and  should,  when  so  paid  in,  be 
applied,  under  the  direction  and  with  the  approbation  of 
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the  said  Court  to  be  signified  by  an  order  made  upon  1B43. 

a  petition  to  be  preferred,  in  a  summary  way,  by  the 
body  or  bodies,  person  or  persons  who  would  have  HA^/LtMa 
been  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  tene- 
ments or  hereditaments,  in  the  purchase  or  redemption 
of  the  land  tax,  or  discharge  of  any  debt  or  debts, 
or  such  other  incumbrances,  as  the  said  Court  should 
authorize  to  be  paid,  affecting  the  same  tenements  or 
hereditaments  or  any  other  tenements  or  hereditaments 
standing  settled  to  the  same  or  the  like  uses;  or, 
where  such  money  should  not  be  so  applied,  then  the 
same  should  be  invested,  under  the  like  direction  and 
approbation  of  the  said  Court,  in  the  purchase  of  other 
tenements  or  hereditaments,  which  should  be  conveyed 
to  the  like  uses,  trusts  8ic.  as  the  tenements  or  heredita- 
ments which  should  be  so  taken  or  purchased  as  afore- 
said, stood  settled  or  limited  to,  or  such  of  them  as  should 
be  existing;  and  that,  until  such  purchase,  the  said 
money  should  be  invested  by  the  said  Accountant- 
general,  in  his  name,  in  three  per  cent,  stock ;  and  that, 
until  the  stock  should  be  sold  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said, the  dividends  should  be  paid  to  the  body  or  bodies, 
person  or  persons  who  would,  for  the  time  being,  have 
been  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  tenements  or  heredita- 
ments so  thereby  directed  to  be  purchased,  in  case  such 
purchase  and  settlement  were  made. 

The  forty-first  section  enacted  that  if  any  body  or 
bodies  corporate,  person  or  persons  seised  or  possessed 
of,  or  interested  in  any  such  tenements  or  hereditaments, 
estate  or  estates,  interest  or  interests  therein  as  afore- 
said, could  not  be  found  or  should  not  be  known,  or 
should  not  prove  a  good  title  to  the  premises,  or  should 
refuse  to  execute  a  conveyance  thereof,  it  should   be 
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1843.  lawful  for  the  Common  Council  to  order  the  pajfmati* 

of  sudi  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should  have  been  ooo- 
^  traded  and  agreed,  or  should  have  been  assessed  and 

awarded,  by  a  jury,  to  be  paid  for  the  pnrehaae  or  lor 
the  value  of  the  same  premises,  to  be  paid  into  the 
Bank  of  Emgland  in  the  name  and  with  the  privity  of 
the  Accountant-general  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  be 
jdaced  to  his  account  to  the  credit  of  the  party  or 
parties  interested  in  the  said  tenements  or  heredita- 
ments, estates  or  interests  (describing  such  tenements 
or  hereditaments),  or,  if  such  party  or  parties  should 
not  be  known,  then  to  the  credit  of  the  then  unknown 
person  or  persons  interested  in  the  said  tenements  or 
hereditaments,  estates  or  interests,  subject  to  the  order, 
control  and  disposition  of  the  said  Court,  wluch,  on  the 
application  of  any  body  or  bodies,  person  or  persoos 
making  claim  to  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  or  anj 
part  thereof,  by  petition,  was  thereby  empowered,  in  t 
summary  way  of  proceeding  or  otherwise  as  to  the  same 
Court  should  seem  meet,  to  order  the  same  to  be  in- 
vested in  the  fiinds,  or  to  order  distribution  thereof  or 
payment  of  the  dividends  thereof,  according  to  the  re- 
spective estate  or  estates,  title  or  interest  of  the  body 
or  bodies,  person  or  persons  making  claim  thereunto,  or 
to  make  such  other  order  in  the  premises  as  to  the  said 
Court  should  seem  just ;  and,  upon  payment  of  such 
sum  or  sums  of  money  into  the  Bank  as  lastly  therein- 
before was  mentioned,  the  tenements  or  hereditaments, 
estates  or  interests  for  the  purchase  or  as  the  value  of 
which  the  same  should  have  been  agreed  or  awarded 
to  be  paid,  and  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  thereof 
should  vest  in  the  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  lAmdm^ 
and  they  should  be  deemed,  in  law,  to  be  in  the  aetoal 

♦  Sic  in  Act. 
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seisin  or  possession  thereof,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  1843. 

whatsoever,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  every  body  or  ^' 

person  having  any  such  estate  in  the  premises,  had  ^  ^J^  ^ 
actually  conveyed  the  same ;  and  such  payment  should 
not  only  bar  all  right,  title,  interest,  claim  and  demand 
of  the  body  or  bodies,  person  or  persons  to  whose  credit 
such  payment  should  have  been  made,  of,  in  or  to  the 
same  premises,  but  also  all  estates  tail  and  other  estates 
in  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  expectancy  or  con- 
tingency, and  the  issue  of  such  person  or  persons,  and 
every  other  body  or  person  whomsoever. 

Henry  Hcnckins,  being  the  owner  of  a  house  and 
warehouse  in  Lad-lane  (part  of  the  hereditaments  men- 
tioned in  the  first  schedule  to  the  Act),  the  Common 
Council,  on  the  26th  of  September  1840,  served  him 
with  a  written  notice  of  their  intention  to  take  the  house 
and  warehouse  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act ;  and  thereby 
required  him  to  deliver  up  the  possession  thereof,  at  the 
expiration  of  six  calendar  months  after  the  date  of  the 
notice.  On  the  4th  of  February  1841  the  City  surveyor 
and  a  surveyor  appointed  by  Hatokins,  signed  a  paper 
writing,  by  which  they  certified  the  value  of  the  house 
and  warehouse  to  be  1,300  Z. ;  and,  on  the  16th  of  March 
following,  Hawkinses  solicitor  sent  an  abstract  of  his 
client's  title  to  the  premises,  accompanied  by  a  letter 
desiring  that  the  business  might  be  settled  as  soon  as 
possible,  as  Hawkins  was  in  a  precarious  state  of 
health. 

On  the  18th  of  April  1841,  Hawkins  died,  having,  by 
his  will  dated  the  30th  of  November  1837,  devised  all 
his  lands  and  tenements  to  F.  Smedky  and  the  petitioner, 
WoUtony  to  the  use  of  John  S.  Hawkins,  his  brother, 
and  Charles  S.  Hawkins,  his  nephew,  the  son  of  J.  S. 
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i843.C;^'  Hawkins,  for  their  lives,  successively,  with  remaiDders 
'        '        '     to  the  6rst  and  other  sons  of  Charles  S.  Hawkins,  soc- 
^'^^        cessively,  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  SmetUey  and 
Hawkins.       jfrobton,  during  the  life  of  EmUy  Lauiia  HawkiMS,  the 
testator's  niece  and  the  daughter  of  his  brother,  for  her 
separate  use  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  right  hein 
of  his  father  who  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  his  nephew  and  niece,  for  ever ;  and  the  testator 
bequeathed  bis  residuary  personal  estate  to  his  brodier 
absolutely,  and  appointed  his  brother  and  nephew  his 
executors.    The  testator  made  a  codicil  dated  the  SSd 
of  August  1839,  which,  like  his  will,  was  duly  executed 
and  attested ;  and,  thereby*  after  making  certain  specific 
bequests,  ratified  and  con6rmed  his  will. 

The  testator  left  his  brother  his  heir,  who,  together 
with  his  nephew,  proved  his  will  and  paid  his  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  legacies.  loh 
mediately  after  his  will  had  been  proved,  notice  of  his 
death  was  given  and  a  copy  of  his  will  was  sent  to  the 
City  comptroller ;  and,  in  June  1841,  the  comptroller 
forwarded  to  Wolston,  as  the  solicitor  of  J.  S.  HawkiMS 
and  of  the  testator,  a  copy  of  the  opinion  of  counsel 
approving  of  the  title  to  the  premises  on  behalf  of  the 
Common  Council,  but  suggesting  that,  as  the  testator 
had  contracted  for  the  sale  of  the  premises  after  the 
date  of  his  will,  a  question  arose  as  to  the  parties  enti* 
tied  to  the  purchase-money,  and  that,  therefore,  it  ought 
to  be  paid  into  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  await  the 
decision  of  that  Court ;  it  being  an  unsettled  point 
whether,  if  a  testator  whose  will  was  made  after  the 
passing  of  the  recent  Will  Act  (7  W.  4  &  I  Vict,  c,  26), 
contract  for  the  sale  of  an  estate  after  he  has  de- 
vised it,  the  devisee  or  the  residuary  legatee  is  entitled 
to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.      On  the  other  hand,  a 
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learned  conveyancer,  who  was  consulted  on  behalf  of  1843. 

J.  5.  Hawkins,  advised  that,  as  the  contract  for  sale  of  '  ""  ' 
the  premises  was  made,  not  with  the  persons  claiming  ^^  P^^^ 
under  the  testator's  will,  but  with  the  testator  himself, 
who  was  a  person  capable  of  giving  a  valid  receipt  for 
the  purchase-money  and  of  selling  and  conveying  the 
premises,  the  purchase-money  was  not  authorized  to 
be  paid  into  Court  by  the  2d  &  3d  Vict.  c.  107,  but 
formed  part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  and  was 
payable  to  his  executors.  The  counsel  for  the  City 
rejomed  that  a  binding  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  pre- 
mises was  not  entered  into  by  the  testator,  and,  therefore, 
the  case  was  one  of  a  tenant  for  life  contracting  for  the 
sale  under  the  last-mentioned  Act,  and,  that  being  so, 
the  purchase-money  might  be  paid  into  Court  under  the 
34th  section. 

In  November  1841,  the  Common  Council  took  pos- 
session of  the  house  and  warehouse,  and,  afterwards, 
pulled  them  down. 

Further  opinions  were  then  taken  and  some  corre- 
spondence took  place  between  the  comptroller  and 
Wolston,  in  the  course  of  which  the  latter  contended 
that  a  valid  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  premises  had 
been  entered  into  by  the  testator,  and  that  the  pur- 
chase-money ought  to  be  paid  either  to  his  executors, 
or  to  J.  S.  Hawkins  as  his  residuary  legatee,  or  into 
Court  under  the  41st  sect,  of  the  Act* ;  and,  on  the  1st 
of  August  1842,  the  money  was  paid  in  accordingly. 

•  The  following  is  a  copy  of  one  of  the  opinions  given  by 
the  counsel  for  the  City : 

"  The  case  ofFarrar  v.  Lord  IVinterton^  5  Beav.  1,  is  not, 
in  my  opinion,  decisive  of  the  right  of  Mr.  John  S.  Hawkins 
to  the  money  produced  by  the  sale.     That  case  merely  dc- 
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184:',.  Shortly  afterwards,  J.  S.  Hawkins  died,  having,  by 

'        '        '     his  will  dated  the  2d  of  August  1841,  bequeathed  his 

Ex  parte        residuary  personal  estate  to  the  petitioners,  in  trust  for 
Hawkins*  •'   * 

his  daughter  Emily  Louisa  Hawkins  on  her  attaining 

twenty-one  or  marrying ;  but,  if  she  should  die  before 

she  had  acquired  a  vested  interest,  then  in  trust  for  his 

son,  Charles  S.  Hawkins ;  but  if  he  should  die  in  his 

oides  that,  if  a  testator,  having  devised  an  estate  by  way  of 
settlement,  afterwards  enters  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
it,  the  residuary  legatee  and  not  the  devisees  of  the  estate, 
will  be  entitled  to  the  purchase^money.  In  the  present  in- 
stance, the  sale  was  compulsory ;  and  it  remains  to  be  decided 
whether  the  notice  given  by  the  City,  although  binding  upon 
ihcm,  and,  therefore,  to  a  certain  extent  operating  as  a  con- 
tract, is  to  be  considered  as  having  the  same  efiect  as  a 
contract  entered  into,  freely,  by  the  testator ;  which,  as  being 
indicative  of  a  change  of  intention  on  his  part,  has  been  held 
to  amount  to  a  revocation  of  his  will ;  in  other  words,  whether 
the  City  can,  merely  by  giving  notice  of  their  intention  to 
take  the  property  under  the  authority  of  their  Act,  deprive 
the  devisees  of  the  property,  not  only  of  their  interest  in  the 
land,  but  also  of  the  value  of  it ;  and,  contrary  to  the  express 
intention  of  the  testator,  give  that  value  to  a  third  person.  I 
cannot  bring  myself  to  think  that  a  court  of  equity  would 
hold  that  the  will  of  a  testator  can  be  altered  by  the  act  of 
a  stranger.  The  case  is,  therefore,  brought  within  the  41st 
section  of  the  Act ;  and,  under  the  authority  of  the  cases  of 
The  King  v.  The  Hungetford  Market  Company,  4  Barn.  & 
Adol.  327,  and  The  King  v.  The  Commissioners Jbr  Improving 
Market-street^  Manchester  (cited  in  a  note  to  the  former  case), 
which  render  the  notice  given  by  the  City,  binding  upon 
them,  and,  therefore,  to  a  certain  extent,  operating  as  a  con- 
tract, I  would  advise  the  City  to  pay  the  sum  of  1,300/.,  the 
value  put  upon  the  premises  by  the  referees,  into  the  Bank  of 
England^  in  the  manner  and  to  the  account  prescribed  by 
the  4]  St  section  of  the  Act,  and  thus  obtain  a  title  to  tlie 
premises  without  a  jury,  and  without  the  necessity  of  taking 
any  conveyance  of  them." 
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sister^s  lifetime,  and  slie  should  die  before  she  had 
acquired  a  vested  interest,  then  in  trust  for  the  tes- 
tator's wife,  the  petitioner  Emily  Hawkins)  and  the 
testator  appointed  her  and  WoUton  his  executrix  and 
executor. 

In  consequence  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  as  a  court  of  equity,  having  been  transferred 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery  by  5  Vict.  c.  6,  sect.  1,  Mrs. 
Hawkins  and  Wolsion  presented  a  petition  to  the  Lard 
Chancellor,  which,  after  stating  as  above,  prayed  that 
the  Accountant-general  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  might 
be  ordered  to  pay  the  1,300/.,  to  the  petitioners,  as  the 
executors  of  J.  S.  Hawkins,  the  residuary  legatee  of 
Henry  Hawkins. 

Mr.  Lovat,  for  the  petitioners,  referred  to  Farrar  v. 
Lord  Winterton ;  The  King  v.  The  Hungerford  Market 
Company ;  The  King  v.  The  Commissioners  for  Improv- 
ing  Market-street,  Manchester ;  H.  Sugden  on  the  Act 
for  the  amendment  of  the  Law  respecting  Wills, 
page  52 ;  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  pages  45,  46,  and  49 ; 
and  1  Sugd.  Vend.  255(a);  and  GaUiers  v.  Allen  (fi). 


1843. 


Ex  parte 
Hawkins. 


(a)  See  Midland  Counties  Railway  Company  v.  Oito/if, 
1  Coll.  74. 

{d)  Not  reported.  Mr.  Loro/'s  note  of  that  case  was,  in 
substance,  as  follows : 

Mary  CasKoall^  by  her  will  dated  the  9th  of  June  1 839, 
devised  her  messuage  in  Bye-street,  Hereford,  to  her  grand- 
son, the  Defendant  Samuel  Camall,  for  ever :  and,  after 
giving  other  parts  of  her  real  estate  to  another  of  her  grand- 
sons, she  gave  the  residue  of  her  real  and  personal  estate  to 
Samuel  absolutely,  and  appointed  the  Defendant,  /illen,  her 
executor.  After  the  date  of  her  will  but  before  her  death, 
the  house  in  Bye-street,  Hereford,  was  taken,  by  Commis- 
sioners, for  the  purposes  of  an  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  350/., 
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i»43>  Mr.  Tempk,  for  Charles  S.  Hawkins,  said  that  the 

notice  given,  by  the  Common  Council,  of  their  intentkn 
,,    '^  to  take  the  premises  in  Ladrlane^  did  not  amount  to  a 

bmding  contract  withm  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  and, 
therefore,  the  1,3002.  retained  the  character  of  real 
estate. 

Mr.  Wood  appeared  for  the  Corporation  of  Lotidom, 
and 

Mr.  F.  Bayley  for  Smedley,  one  of  the  trustees  of 
JBenry  Hawkinses  will. 

The  ViCE-CflAMCBLLoa: 

In  this  case  the  Common  Council  of  the  Citj  of 
London  gave  notice  to  the  testator,  in  his  lifetime,  of 
their  intention  to  take  and  use  his  house  and  warehouse 
in  Lad-Jane,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Aet  for  widening 
the  approaches  to  London  Bridge;  and  the  matter, 
afterwards,  proceeded  so  far  that  the  purchase-money 
was  paid  into  Court,  Under  those  circumstances,  I 
think  that  it  is  impossible  not  to  say  that  the  nature  of 
the  property  was  changed ;  that  is,  that  the  owner  of 
the  house  and  warehouse,  became  the  owner  of  the 
money  which,  subsequently  to  the  giving  of  the  notice, 
was  certified,  by  his  agent  and  the  agent  of  the  Com- 
mon Council,  to  be  the  value  of  the  property. 

Gaiiurs         which  was  the  portion  of  the  money,  paid  for  the  house,  to 
«.  which  the  testatrix  was  entitled,  was  paid,  iuto  Court,  under 

Allsn.  ^q  ^^i^    ^^  iiiQ  hearing  of  the  cause  for  further  directions, 

on  the  19th  of  January  1843,  the  question  was  iHiether  the 
350/.  ought  to  be  considered  as  real  estate,  or  as  part  of  the 
personal  assets  of  the  testatrix  applicable  to  the  payment  of 
her  debts. — The  Vice- Chancellor  declared  that  the  350 1 
was  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Shebbemre  were  counsel  in  the  cawe. 
—Reg.  Lib.  A.  1842,  fo.  553. 
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I  think  that  the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham,  in  the  1843. 

case  of  Sampson  v.  The  University  of  Cambridge  (c), 
is  applicable  to  the  present  in  all  its  points.  „  ^^^^  ^ 

Although^  in  this  case,  there  was  no  binding  contract 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  I  think  that  there  was 
that  which  was  tantamount  to  it :  for  the  Act  made  it 
lawful  for  the  Common  Council  to  take  and  use  any 
tenements  and  hereditaments  which  they  might  deem  it 
necessary  or  expedient  to  take,  use,  or  pull  down  and 
remove  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  at  the  expiration  of 
six  monthR  after  notice,  in  writing,  of  their  intention  to 
take  or  use  the  same,  given  to  the  owners  or  occupiers 
thereof.  The  eflfect  of  that  provision  was  to  give,  to  the 
Common  Council,  a  Parliamentary  power  to  contract  for 
the  tenements  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act ; 
and,  under  the  same  provision,  they  had  power  to  enter 
upon  the  tenements  at  law:  a  much  stronger  power 
than  could  have  been  given  by  any  private  contract  be- 
tween them  and  the  owners  of  the  tenements.  There- 
fore, my  opinion  is  that  Henry  Hawkins,  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  was  entitled  only  to  the  money  to  be  paid  for 
the  house  and  warehouse  in  Lad-lane. 

Having  regard  to  the  seventeenth  and  to  the  forty- 
first  sections  of  the  Act,  and  to  the  deaths  which  took 
place  before  the  purchase-money  was  paid,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Common  Council  were  right  in  paying 
it  into  Court,  under  the  latter  of  those  sections. 

Declare  that  the  money  in  Court  is  part  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  testator  Henry  Hawkins,  and  that 
the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  it  as  the  executors  of  J.  S. 
Hawkins,  his  residuary  legatee. 

(c)  Not  reported. 
R  K  3 
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1843: 

9th  and  16th 

Nov. 

Production  of 
documents. 

It  is  no  answer 
to  a  motion  for 
production  of 
documents  in 
the  custody  of 
a  Defendant, 
that  they  tend 
to  support  an 
indictment 
pending  against 
the  Defendant, 
for  perjury 
committed  in 
the  cause* 


RICE  V.  GORDON. 

IN  this  case  an  indictment  was  pending,  against  tbe 
Defendant,  for  perjury  committed  in  the  cause;  and,  on 
Mr.  Cole,  for  the  Plaintiff,  moving  for  the  production  of 
documents  which  the  Defendant  had  admitted,  in  his 
answer,  to  be  in  his  custody, 

Mr.  Chandless  contended  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
produce  them,  because  they  tended  to  support  the  in- 
dictment ;  and  cited  Paxton  v.  Dotiglas  (a). 

The  Vice-chancellor  said  that,  in  the  case  cited,  the 
offence  was  committed  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit; 
but,  in  the  present  case,  it  was  committed  in  the  very 
cause  in  which  the  motion  was  made  ;  and  that,  if  he 
were  to  refuse  the  motion,  he  should  be  holding  out  an 
inducemeut  to  a  defendant  to  commit  perjury  in  an  early 
stage  of  the  cause,  in  order  to  prevent  the  Court  from 
administering  justice  in  the  suit. 

Motion  granted. 


(a)  16  Ves.  339. 
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ABRAHAM  v.  HANNAY.  1843: 

11th  Nov. 


1  HE  Plaintiff  having  opened  an  account  with  a  joint-  Joint-stock 

stock  banking  company,  and  being  desirous  of  obtaining  company. 

an  advance  of  money  from  them,  executed  a  bond  to  the  Parlies 

Defendant  Hannay  (who  was  one  of  the  registered  pub-  

lie  oflScers  of  the  company),  for  the  purpose  of  securing  ^*  ?^^®  a  bond 

.  *     ,      ,      ^         ,.  ,  ,        to  the  public 

what  might  be  due  from  him  to  the  company:  and,  a  officer  of  a  joint- 
few  months  afterwards,  he  became  a  shareholder  in  the  *^ock  banking 
concern.     The  company  subsequently  suspended  their  ^j,"^§j  ^g  after- 
banking  business,  and  brought  an  action  on  the  bond,  wards  became  a 

in  Hannay's  name,  to  recover  556  /.,  which  they  claimed  sl^areholder),  to 

.     .  secure  advances 

to  be  due  to  them  from  the  Plaintiff.  made  to  him  by 

the  company. 
The  bill,  which  was  filed  against  Hannay  and  the  The  bank  after- 
directors  of  the  company,  alleged  that  the  Plaintiff's  ^^  ^\^^\j,  \^^[^ 
share  of  the  capital  and  profits  of  the  business,  exceeded,  ness,  and 

in  amount,  what  was  due  on  the  bond,  and  prayed  that  pj°"S"^  f^  **^" 

'  .      '^    "^  tion,  on  the 

an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  dealings  and  trans-  bond,  in  the 

actions  of  the  company  down  to  the  time  when  they  najueofthe 

ceased  to  carry  on  business;  that  the  Plaintiff's  share  ^\^  a* bill*  on 

of  the  capital  and  profits  might  be  ascertained  and  set  behalf  of  him- 

off  against  what  was  due  on  the  bond*,  and  that  the  «elf  alone, 

o  '  against  the  offi- 

cer and  the 
*  The  I8t  &  2d  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  4,  enacts  that  a  member's  directors  of  the 
share  of  the  capital  or  profiu  of  a  joint-stock  bank  shall  not  company,  pray- 
be  set  off  against  a  demand  of  the  company  against  the  '"^   J  Vth^' 

™«™^«''-  dealings  and 

transactions  of 
the  company  down  to  the  time  when  their  business  ceased,  that 
his  share  of  the  capital  and  profits  might  be  ascertained  and  set 
off  against  the  money  due  on  the  bond,  and  that  the  surplus  might 
be  paid  to  him. — Held  that  the  bill  prayed,  in  effect,  for  a  disso- 
lution of  the  company,  and,  therefore,  that  all  the  shareholders 
ought  to  have  been  made  parties  to  it. 
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1 843.         surplus  might  be  paid  to  him,  the  action  stayed,  and  the 
bond  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

Two  of  the  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of  parties. 


Abraham 
Hakkay. 


Mr.Stuari  and  MrJVood,\n  support  of  the  demurrer, 
said  that  all  the  shareholders  ought  to  have  been  made 
parties  to  the  suit ;  for  the  Plaintiff  sought,  by  his  bill 
(which  was  filed  not  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other 
shareholders,  but  on  behalf  of  himself  alone),  to  have  the 
affairs  of  the  company  wound  up,  and  the  bill  did  not 
allege  that  the  members  of  the  company  were  numerous. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Lovat^  in  support  of  the  bill, 
said  that  it  was  filed  against  the  public  officer  as  repre- 
senting  the  company ;  and  that  the  circumstance  of  their 
being  forced  to  manage  their  afiairs  by  means  of  direc- 
tors, showed  that  they  were  a  numerous  body. 

Mr.  Sluartf  in  reply,  said  that  Seddon  v.  Cannell  (a) 
decided  that  a  public  officer  did  not  represent  the  coin- 
pany  in  a  suit  like  the  present,  where  the  Plaintiff  wu 
a  shareholder  in  the  company. 

The  V]ce«Chancellor  : 

What  the  Plaintiff  asks  by  his  bill,  is,  in  effect,  a  dis- 
solution of  the  company.— [Mr.  Wakefield  i  We  charge 
that  the  company  has  ceased.] — Although  the  company 
has  suspended  its  business,  it  is  still  a  company :  and 
it  is  new  to  me  that,  where  a  dissolution  is  asked,  it  cao 
be  had  in  the  absence  of  any  of  the  members.  There- 
fore the  demurrer  must  be  allowed  *. 

(rt)  Anie^  Vol.  X.  p.  58. 
•  See  JVuhvurth  v.  Iloli,  4  >»yl.  &  Cr.  61.). 
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EMERY  V.  PICKERING.  ,843: 

15th  Nov. 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  for  specific  performance.  , 

*^  *^  Impertinence. 

Vendor  and 
Before  answer,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  of       purchaser, 
reference  as   to  title;   and    then  compelled   the    De-     perj^^ance 
fendant  to  put  in  his  answer  by  threatening  him  with  

an  attachment.    The  answer  contained  the  following:  ^®">'[e  answer 

1 .    ^  /.     ,  ,     ,        ^  ^  to  a  bill  for 

passage  :  ''  Moreover,  this  Defendant  contends  that  the  specific  per- 

fourth  condition  of  sale  was  framed  for  the  purpose  of  formance,  the 

misleading  and  entrapping  a  purchaser."    The  Plaintiff  tained' an  order 

excepted  to  the  answer,  on  the  ground  that  the  above  of  reference  as 

mentioned  passage  was  impertinent.  ^  ^^    '^^^ 

under  a  threat 
Mr.  Webster^  in  support  of  the  exception,  said  that,  of  attachment, 
after  the  order  of  reference  had  been  obtained,  the  gwer^in  wh*ch 
answer  ought  to  have  been  confined  to  the  subject  he  alleged  that 
of  title,  and  that  it  was  impertinent  to  allege  fraud.  ^®°^^^^*^" 
Gompertz  v. (a);   Blyth  v.  Elmhirst{b);    Paton  wag  framed 

¥•  Rogers  {c);  Balmanno  v.  Lumley{d)\  Matthews  v.  withafraudu- 
n        /  \  lent  intent. 

-^^'^W-  Held  that  that 

allegation  was 
Mr.  Bigg  appeared  for  the  Defendant :  but  notunpertinent. 

The  Vick-Chancellob,   without  hearing  him, 

said : 

The  order  of  reference  does  not  preclude  the  Defendant 

from  making  any  defence  to  the  bill  that  he  may  think 

proper.     If,  as  the  Plaintiff  contends,  that  order  had 

(a)  12  Ves.  17.  (rf)  Ibid.  1124. 

(6)  1  Ves.  &  Beam.  1.  (0  3  Madd.  470. 

(c)  Ibid.  351. 
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Emert 


PlCKERIKO. 


the  effect  of  a  decree,  he  ought  not  to  have  called  for 
au  answer;  but,  as  he  thought  fit  to  call  for  an 
answer,  the  Defendant  was  at  liberty  to  make  any 
defence  that  he  pleased.  It  does  not  appear,  on  the 
face  of  the  order  of  reference,  that  the  Defendant  did 
not  object  to  the  order  being  made,  or  that  he  said  that 
there  was  no  objection  to  a  specific  performance,  except 
the  objection  as  to  title.  The  exception,  therefore, 
must  be  overruled. 


1843: 

15th  Nov. 

and  5th  Dec. 

* * ' 

SMuie  of 
iimiiaiums 

(3*4  ff^ilL  4f 

c.  «7, «.  28). 

Mortgagor 

and  mortgagee* 
jicknotUeasrm 
mentoftUle. 


LUCAS  V.  DENNISON. 

IN  June  1771,  William  Hyslop,  being  seised  in  fee  of 
a  piece  of  land  at  Gospart,  mortgaged  it  tp  John  Phit- 
cox,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  for  one 
thousand  years,  to  secure  150  Z.  and  interest,  and  after- 
wards created  two  further  charges  thereon.  Pkikoi 
died  in  October  1806,  and,  under  his  will,  his  wife, 
Sarah  Philcox,  became  entitled  to  the  mortage  as  his 
residuary  legateee;  and  she  and  T.  Mansfield  and 
•/.  Bridger  were  his  executrix  and  executors.  Sarah 
Philcox  died  in  March  1814,  having  bequeathed  all  her 


A.  mortgaged 
an  esute  to  B. 

bequeathed  tlT/  Personal  estate  to  71  Mansfield  and  Henry  MtmsfieU, 
mortgage  to  his  upon  certain  trusts,  and  appointed  them  her  executois. 
widow.     She 
also  died  ;  and,         „... 

in  1822,  her  Wdliam  Hyslop  died  in  October  1817,  having  devised 

personal  repre- 
sentatives entered  into  and  continued  in  possession  of  the  estate 
until  1838,  when  tliey  sold  and  assigned  the  mortgage  to  C.  who 
fi?!^*^^  .*"d  continued  in  possession  until  1843,  when  ^.'s  heir 
•  *^^il*  ^^  ""^eem,  on  the  ground  that  the  deed  of  assignment 
recited  the  mortgage  and  conveyed  the  term  to  C,  subject,  ex- 
pressly, to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  A.  or  his  legal  representa- 
tives.—Held  that  the  deed  was  not  such  an  acknowledijmcnt  of 
tne  mortgagors  title  as  to  make  the  estate  redeemable. 
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all  his  real  estates  to  J.  B.  Harding  and  Af.  Carter  in 
fee,  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiff,  his  daughter,  then  the  wife 
of  J.  L.  Lucas,  deceased,  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
remainder  in  trust  for  such  pei-sons  8cc.  as  she  should, 
by  deed  or  will,  appoint,  remainder  in  trust  for  her  right 
heirs ;  and  he  appointed  Harding  and  Carter  his  exe- 
cutors. 


1843. 


Lucas 
Dennison. 


The  bill,  which  was  filed  on  the  16th  of  August  1843, 
stated  that,  upon  William  Hyslop*s  decease,  the  Plain- 
tiff, being  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  entered  into  and  continued  in 
possession  thereof  up  to  and  until  1822  :  that,  at  and 
previous  to  that  year,  T.  and  H.  Mansfield,  as  the  exe- 
cutors of  Sarah  Philcox,  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  to  pay 
off  the  mortgage  and  further  charges,  and,  upon  her 
being  unable  so  to  do,  H.  Mansfield,  the  then  surviving 
executor  of  Sarah  PhilcoXy  shortly  afterwards,  took  pos- 
session of  the  premises :  that,  in  September  1824,  Wil- 
liam Mansfield,  a  son  of  Henry  Mansfield,  entered  into 
the  occupation  of  the  premises  as  tenant,  and  continued 
in  such  occupation  until  the  29th  of  September  1838 : 
that,  on  the  31st  of  August  preceding,  Richard  Mansfield, 
John  Carpenter  and  Ann  Maria,  his  wife,  the  then  per- 
sonal representatives  of  Sarah  Philcox,  sold  the  principal 
and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage  and  further  charges, 
to  the  Defendant  Dennison ;  and,  by  an  indenture  dated 
the  29th  of  November  1838,  and  made  between  J.  L. 
Anderson  of  the  first  part,  Richard  Mansfield,  and  Car- 
penter and  his  wife,  of  the  second  part,  and  Dennison  of 
the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  mortgage  and  further 
charges,  and  other  matters  to  show  that  Anderson  had 
become  the  personal  representative  of  Philcox,  the  ori- 
ginal mortgagee,  and  Richard  Mansfield  and  Carpenter 
and  his  wife,  the  personal  representatives  of  his  widow  ; 


Lucas 
r. 

DfiMUlSON 
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1843.  and  that  270  L  remained  due  on  the  securities,  and  that 

the  equity  of  redemption  had  not  been  barred ;  and  thit 
Dennison  had  purchased  the  securities  and  herediti- 
ments  thereinbefore  described,  for  100  2.:  It  was  wit- 
nessed that  the  parties  thereto  of  the  first  and  second 
parts  assigned  the  mor^aged  premises,  to  Dmmisom^  fcr 
the  residue  of  the  term  created  by  the  deed  of  June 
1771|  subject  to  such  right  and  equity  of  redemption 
as  the  same  premises  were  then  subject  to:  and  the 
parties  of  the  second  part  assigned  to  him,  the  principal 
and  interest  then  due  and  thereafter  to  become  doe 
under  the  indentures  of  mortgage  and  further  charge, 
and  appointed  him  their  attorney  to  recover  and  receife 
the  same. 

The  bill  further  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was  the  heir 
and  sole  next  of  kin  of  Hyslop,  the  mortgagor :  that 
Harding  and  Carter  had  refused  either  to  prove  his 
will  or  to  act  in  the  trusts  thereof:  that  jDenniJOfi  en- 
tered into  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  some 
time  in  September  1838,  and  had  ever  since  continned 
in  possession  thereof:  and  it  prayed  for  a  redemption 
of  the  premises  in  the  usual  terms  where  the  mortgagee 
has  been  in  possession. 

Dennison  put  in  a  plea  to  the  whole  of  the  bill, 
except  that  part  of  it  which  related  to  the  sale  and 
assignment  to  himself  and  his  having  entered  into  and 
continued  in  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

The  plea  was  as  follows : 

**  That,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  made  and  passed  in 
the  3d  &  4th  years  of  tlie  reign  of  his  late  Majesty 
King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled  An  Act  for  the  limi* 
tation  of  Actions  and  Suits  relating  to  Real  Property* 
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and  for  simplifying  the  Remedies  for  trying  the  Rights 
thereto,  it  is  enacted  that^whena  mortgagee  shall  have 
obtained  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the  profits  of  any 
land,  or  the  receipt  of  any  rent  comprised  in  his  mort- 
gage, the  mortgagor  or  any  person  claiming  through 
him,  shall  not  bring  a  suit  to  redeem  the  mortgage 
but  within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  which  the 
mortgagee  obtained  such  possession  or  receipt,  unless,  in 
the  meantime,  an  acknowledgment  of  the  title  of  the 
mortgagor  or  of  his  right  of  redemption,  shall  have  been 
given  to  the  mortgagor,  or  some  person  claiming  his 
estate,  or  to  the  agent  of  such  mortgagor  or  person,  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  mortgagee  or  the  person  claim- 
ing through  him.  And  this  Defendant  doth  aver  that, 
previously  to  the  time  when  Henry  Mansfield,  in  the 
said  bill  mentioned  to  be,  as  he  in  fact  was,  the  sur- 
viving executor  of  Sarah  Phikox  therein  mentioned, 
the  residuary  legatee  under  the  will  of  John  Philcox 
therein  also  mentioned,  entered  into  possession  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  in  the  said  bill  described,  which 
entry  took  place,  as  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  in  the 
year  1822,  being  upwards  of  twenty  years  before  the 
filing  of  the  said  bill,  all  the  debts  and  pecuniary  lega- 
cies of  the  said  John  Philcox  had  been  fully  paid  and 
satisfied ;  and,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  aforesaid  entry, 
the  principal  monies  and  interest  secured  by  or  under 
the  several  indentures  of  mortgage  and  further  charge 
in  the  said  bill  respectively  mentioned,  formed  part  of 
the  clear,  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  said  John 
Philcox f  and  the  entire  beneficial  interest  under  the  same 
indentures  oF  mortgage  and  further  charge,  was,  conse- 
quently, at  the  time  of  such  entry,  vested  in  the  said 
Henry  Mansfield  as  executor  of  the  said  Sarah  Philcox 
as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  Henry  Mansfield,  accord- 
ingly, entered  into  possession   of  the  said   moilgaged 


1843. 
^ ^ * 

Lucas 
Denmisok. 
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1843.  premises  as  executor  as  aforesaid,  with  the  privity  and 

'  assent,  and  under  the  authority  of  John  Bndger  in  the 

Lucas  g^^jj  jjjjj  mentioned,  who  was  the  then  only  sunriring 

T>       '  executor  and  sole  lefi:al  personal  representative  of  the  said 

John  Philcox  :  and  this  Defendant  doth  aver  that,  since 
the  said  entry  of  the  said  Henry  Mansfield,  no  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  title  of  the  said  Plaintiff  or  of  her  right 
of  redemption,  or  of  the  title  or  right  of  redemption  of 
any  person  claiming  the  estate  of  William  JByslop,  the 
mortgagor  in  the  said  bill  named,  has  been  given  to  the 
said  Plaintiff,  or  to  such  other  person,  or  to  the  agent  of 
the  said  Plaintiff  or  other  person,  in  writing,  signed  by 
the  said  Henry  Mansfield,  or  by  this  Defendant,  or  by  aoy 
other  person  claiming  through  the  said  JohnPkikos: 
and  this  Defendant  doth  plead  the  said  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment and  the  matters  hereinbefore  averred,  to  so  much 
of  the  said  bill  as  is  hereinbefore  pleaded  to,  and  hum- 
bly prays  the  judgment  of  this  Court  whether  be  ought 
to  make  any  further  answer  to  so  much  of  the  said  bill 
as  is  hereinbefore  pleaded  to." 

The  Defendant  then  proceeded  to  answer  the  residue 
of  the  bill.  The  answer  contained  an  admission  that 
the  deed  of  November  1838  was  duly  made  and  exe- 
cuted, of  such  date,  between  such  parties,  and  to  such 
purport  or  effect  as  in  the  bill  stated. 

The  plea  now  came  on  to  be  argued. 

Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Thomas  Tamer,  in  support  of 
it,  said  that  the  deed  of  assignment  was  not :  *'  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  title  of  the  mortgagor  or  of  his 
right  of  redemption,  given  to  the  mortgagor,  or  to  some 
person  claiming  his  estate."  It  was  prepared  for  and 
was  the  property  of  the  purchaser,  and  the  mortgagor 
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was  not  a  party  to  it. — [The  Vice-Chancellor :  The  words 
of  the  Act  are:  "  to  the  mortgagor  or  some* person 
claiming  his  estate :''  was  not  the  purchaser  a  person 
claiming  his  estate?] — No  :  the  purchaser  was  claiming 
the  estate  of  the  mortgagee :  and,  if  the  deed  in  this 
case,  is  held  to  be  an  acknowledgment,  the  object  of 
the  Act  will  be  defeated ;  for  any  dealing  by  a  mort- 
gagee with  the  mortgaged  estate,  will  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  Act. 


689 


1843. 


Lucas 


Dennisok. 


The  plea  alleges  possession  of  the  estate  to  have  been 
obtained  and  continued  for  more  than  twenty  years; 
and  it  negatives  the  giving  of  any  such  acknowledgment 
as  the  Act  requires  to  take  the  case  out  of  its  operation. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Briggs,  in  support  of  the  bill, 
said  that  the  plea  was  insufficient ;  for  it  did  not  aver 
what  the  Act  required,  namely,  a  continuous  possession 
or  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  mortgaged  estate,  by  the 
mortgagee,  for  twenty  years. 

The  Vice- Chancellor,  having  taken  time  to  read 
through  the  record,  stated  the  substance  of  the  plea, 
and  added  that  the  only  acknowledgment  of  the  mort- 
gagor's title,  was  that  which  was  contained  in  the  deed 
of  assignment  to  the  Defendant ;  and  that  he  did  not 
think  that  was  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  to  make  the 
mortgaged  estate  redeemable. 


Plea  allowed,  with  liberty  to  the  Plaintiff  to  amend, 
within  three  weeks. 
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1843:  LEGH  V.  LEGH. 
16th  Not. 

Practice.  Mr.  HEBERDEN  moved,  under  the  24th  Order 

Nfxo  Ordtrs.  q(  August  1841,  for  leave  to  enter  a  memorandum  of 

f^^^   '^  service  of  a  copy  of  the  bill.     He  read  an  affidavit  in 

which  the  Plaintiff  deposed  that,  on  the  3ist  of  July 

tio^n^foHeave  to  ^®^^'  ^^  personally  served  the  Defendant  with  a  copy 

enter  a  memo-  of  the  bill  (excepting  the  interrogating  part)  by  deUver- 

randum  of  jug  ^  ^^jj  leaving  with  the  Defendant  a  true  copy  of 

bill  that  it  is  *^®  office-copy ;  and  which  copy  the  Plaintiff  believed 

not  necessary  to  be  a  correct  copy  of  the  bill.     He  referred  to  Poh- 

for  PlaintiiF  to  .  ,^      ^^  ^^^ 

swear  that  he  •'                         ^  ^ 

examined  the 

copy  dther  with  xhe  Vke-Chancellar  granted  the  motion,  saymg  that, 

or  the  record.  *^  ^^^  plaintiff  swore  that  the  copy  served  was  a  tmc 

An  affidavit  copy  of  the  bill,  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  swear 

i^^'ti  beilrae"  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  examined  it  either  with  the  office-copy  or 

copy,  18  suf-  with  the  record. 

ficient. 

(«)  9  Hare,  157. 
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EX  PARTE  MILLS.  1843: 

17th  Nov. 

1  HIS  was  a  petition  presented,  under  the  3d  &  4th        p  a  f 

Vict.  c.  65*,  after  the  Master  had  reported  in  favour  of     Construction 

the  improvements  proposed  to  be  made  under  the  Act.      ^3  &  4  Vic^' 

c»  55* 
mt      rr.      ^f         »  ^         ,     .  ,      .  •   Draining  settled 

The  Vice'Lhancellor  confirmed  the  report ;  and  said  estates. 

that  everything  that  was  to  be  subsequently  done  under  , 

the  Act,  was  to  be  done  by  the  Master ,  and  no  further  f^j^c/us  officio 
application  was  to  be  made  to  the  Court.  when  it  Ims 

conHrmed  the 

•  To  enable  the  owners  of  settled  estates  to  defray  the  ex-  ganctionine  the 
pense  of  draining  the  same  by  way  of  mortgage.     The  first  draining  of  a 
section  enables  tenants  for  life  &c.  to  apply,  by  petition,  to  the  settled  estate 
Court  of  Chancery  or  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  for  leave  to  under  4  &  5 

improve  their  estates,  by  draining:  the  same  in  a  permanent  ),{f^*  ^'  ^^\ 

rp.  J       *•  .   *u  *    r  *u     »/  *      u  11  ^^*'  remams 

manner.    The  second  section  enacts  that,  if  the  Master  shall  ^^  y^^  ^^^^ 

report  in  favour  of  the  proposed  improvements,  and  the  Court  under  the  Act, 
shall  confirm  his  report,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  tenant  for  life  is  to  be  done 
to  make  the  improvements.     The  fourth  section  enacts  that  by  the  Master 
when  the  improvements,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  have  been  ?,""  "®^  "^  ^"® 
made,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Master^  by  a  certificate  to  be 
filed  in  tlie  Court,  on  having  satisfaction  that  the  money  has 
been  properly  expended,  to  authorize  the  tenant  for  life  &c.  to 
charge  all  or  any  part  of  the  lands  drained,  or  any  other  lands 
subject  to  the  like  uses  or  trusts,  with  the  payment,  to  any 
person  willing  to  advance  the  same,  of  the  amount  of  the 
money  expended,  with  interest  not  exceeding  five  per  cent. ; 
the  principal  to  be  paid  off  by  not  less  than  1  a  nor  more  than 
18  yearly  instalments,  the  number  of  them  to  be  determined 
by  the  Master  and  recommended  in  his  report,  and  to  be  di- 
minished or  increased  at  his  discretion,  according  to  the 
greater  or  less  improvement  shown  to  have  been  made  by 
such  draining;  and  the  interest  to  be  kept  down  by  the 
tenant  for  life. 

Vol.  XIII.  s  s 
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1H43.  On  Stanhope  v.  Stanhope  {a)  being  cited,  his  Honor 

said  that  there  were  special  circumstances  in  that  case, 
M^^^        which  might  have  rendered  a  further  application  to  the 
Court,  necessary. 

Mr.  Freeling  supported  the  petition. 

(a)  3  Beav.  547. 


1843: 
J7th  Nov.  BEALES  V.  CRISFORD. 

mu.  The  win  of  Sarah  Beaks,  the  testatrix  in  the  cause, 

*•  FamiUi*^ '     was  singular,  throughout,  both  in  form  and  language. 

•*  Cask  or  monies  It  contained  the  following  amongst  other  passages : 
so  caUed*' 

A  testatrix  in  "  Observing  that  Francis  Beales  and  his  family  are 

her  will,  used  my  residuary  legatees  for  all  but  cash  or  monies  so  called. 

the  following  J  jj^j  ^^^Yi  love  for  BaUon,  my  father's  third  son:  be 

expression :  ,.,/./.                     mi                               » • 

**  Observing  was  always  a  kmd  of  fag  to  me.    Those  persons  are  his 

that  F.  Beales     blood  ;  honest,  industrious  and,  what  I  have  ever  prized, 

are  mv  re-  nobles  by  nature ;  what  I  give  them  would  be  nothing 

siduary  legatees  worth,  but  in  careful,  perhaps,  like  them,  necessitous 

for  alfbut  cash    j^ands.     They  are.  1  believe,  worthy  people,  and,  as 
or  monies  so  ,,.  ,  ^in        \  ^   \   - 

called."    F.        such,  I  smcerely  pray  God  to  bless  the  sweat  of  their 

Beales  had  nine   brow." 
children  living 

A\.  the  fiA^fi  Oi 

the  will  and  at        '^^  testatrix's  estate  consisted,  in  part,  of  cash  in  her 

the  testatrix's      house  and  at  her  banker's,  long  annuities,  Columbiaa 

death,  and  the     bonds,  and  a  promissory  note  dated  prior  to  her  will  and 
testatnx  died  ui    ^    i.        ir  j 

possessed  of  a      payable  to  herself  or  order. 

promissory  note 

payable  to  herself  or  order,  some  long  annul  ties,  Columbiar. 
bonds  and  money  in  her  house  and  at  her  banker's. — Held  that 
by  "  Fram  is  Beales  and  his  family,"  the  testatrix  meant  Francis 
Beales  and  his  children,  and  that  they  took  the  note,  annuities 
and  bonds,  as  joint-tenants,  those  articles  being  neither  cash  nor 
monies  so  called. 
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The  decree  at  the  heariDg  of  the  cause  having  di- 
rected the  Master^  to  inquire  and  state  whom  the  tes- 
tatrix meant  by,  '^  Francis  Beales  and  his  fiunily/' 
the  Master  reported  that  the  testatrix,  at  the  time  of 
making  her  will,  had  a  relation  named  Francis  Beales 
(a  Plaintiff  in  the  suit),  who  was  the  son  of  Henry 
Batson  Beales^  a  half-brother  of  the  testatrix ;  and  that 
Francis  Beales  bad  nine  children,  all  of  whom  were 
living  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix. 


1843^ 


At  the  hearing  of  the  original  cause  for  further  direc- 
tions, and  of  the  supplemental  cause,  by  which  the 
children  of  F.  Beales  were  brought  before  the  Court, 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Forster,  for  Francis  Beales,  con- 
tended, first,  that,  under  the  residuary  gift,  their  client 
was  absolutely  and  solely  entitled,  to  the  exclusion  of 
his  children ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  Columbian  bonds, 
long  annuities  and  promissory  note  were  included  in 
that  gift.  They  cited  Robinson  v.  Waddelow(a)  and 
Robinson  v.  Tickell  (6),  in  support  of  the  first  propo- 
sition ;  and  Read  v.  Stewart  (c),  JDowson  v.  Gaskoin  {d), 
and  Fleming  v.  Brook  (e),  in  support  of  the  second. 


Mr.  Woodf  for  the  children  of  Francis  Beales,  cited 
Macleroth  v.  Bacon  (/),  Barnes  v.  Patch  {g\  De  Witte 
y.  De  fritte{h),  and  Stuart  v.  Lord  Bute(fi. 

Mr.  Beales  and  Mr.  Moore  appeared  for  other  parties. 


(tf)  ^«/e,Vol.VIII.p.i34. 
(6)  8  Ves.  14Q. 

(c)  4  Russ.  69. 

(d)  2  Keen  14. 

(e)  1  Scho.  &  Lef.  318. 


{/)  5  Ves.  159. 
(g)  8Ves.  604. 
(h)  Ante,  Vol.  XL 
(i)  11  Ves.  657. 


p.  41. 
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1843.  The    Vice-Chancellor,  after  remarking  that   it  was 

evident,  from  some  of  the  passages  in  the  will,  that  the 
testatrix  thought  that  she  might  have  used  language 
Crisford  ^^^^  ^^^  "^^  ^^^  intelligible,  said  that,  when  the  testa- 
trix observed  that  Francis  Beaks  and  his  family  were 
her  residuary  legatees,  she,  evidently,  spoke  of  more 
persons  than  Francis  Beales :  that  it  was  plain,  from  the 
next  passage,  that  she  was  speaking  of  persons  who 
were  living  at  the  date  of  her  will ;  and,  as  the  Master 
had  found  that  Francis  Beales  had  nine  children  who 
were  living  at  that  time,  there  was  quite  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  Court  to  hold  that  by,  "  Francis  Beales 
and  his  family,"  the  testatrix  meant  Francis  JBeales  and 
his  children  who  were  living  at  the  time  when  she  made 
her  will. 

With  respect  to  the  other  point  in  the  cause,  his 
Honor  said  that  the  case  was  unlike  the  cases  that  had 
been  cited;  for  the  question  was  not  what  was  the 
meaning  of  the  term,  '^  money ;"  but  what  was  meant 
by  the  expression :  *'  cash  or  monies  so  called  f*  and 
that  he  did  not  think  that  either  the  promissory  note, 
the  long  annuities  or  the  Columbian  bonds,  could  be 
said,  with  propriety,  to  be  either  cash  or  monies  so 
called ;  and,  therefore,  they  were  not  excepted  out  of 
the  residuary  gift. 

"  Declare  that  Francis  Beales  and  his  children  living 

at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  are  her  residuary  legatees, 

and  that,,  as  such,  they  are  entitled  to  the  promissory 

note,  the  long  annuities,  and  the  Columbian  bonds,  as 

joint-tenants.'* 
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HARRISON  V.  ANDREWS.  ^  *^43: 

20th  Nov. 


XN  this  case  it  appeared  that  the  testator  in  the  cause.         Legacy. 
had  given  a  legacy  of  lOO/.  to  the  wife  of  one  Waters,       ^^charge. 
and  that  Waters  had  agreed,  with  the  executors,  tha^  yi.  agreed  that 
the  legacy  should  be  set  off  against  the  sum  of  100  /.  *  legacy  given 
which  was  due  to  the  testator's  estate  on  his  promissory  should  be  set  off 
note;    and  he  and  his  wife  signed   a   receipt  for  the  against  a  sum 
legacy ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  executors  had  ^^     ^™  h'  h 
delivered  up  the  note  to  him.  he  owed,  to  the 

testator,  on  his 

Waters,  afterwards,  died  leaving  his  wife  surviving.      note-  and  he 

and  his  wife, 

The  Vice-Chancellor  held  that  Mrs.  Waters  was  enti-  *'?"f^  ^/jf' 

cetpt  for  the 

tied  to  have  the  legacy  paid  to  Iier,  as  nothing  but  a  legacy;  but  it 

release  by  her  husband,  or  payn>ent  of  it  to  him,  could  ^}^  "^^  appear 

..     ,  -.^  •     X  u-  •  T  that  the  exe- 

be  a  discharge  of  it  as  against  his  surviving  wife.  cutors  had 

delivered  up 
The  counsel   in   the  cause,   were  Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  5.^ afterward?"' 
Cooper,  Mr.  JCoc,  Mr.  Stinton,  Mr.  Cooke,  Mr.  Rogers,  died,  leaving 

Mr.  Glasse,  Mr.  FreeUng,  and  Mr.  Southgate.  his  wife  sur 

•^  viving. — Held 

that  she  was 
entitled  to  be 
paid  the  legacy,  no   release  having   been  given  for  it  by  her 
husband. 
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HARTLEY  r.  GILBERT. 

Motion  by  the  Defendant,  Hartley,  aaer  decree, 

Commimon  of   ^^^  j^|j  proceedings  in  the  suit  might  be  stayed  until 

Practux.        ^^^  ^^^  opening  of  a  commission  of  lunacy  issued 

Siayiag         against  his  wife  (who  was  the  Plaintiff  in  the  cause 

^'^^it^*^^    suing  by  her  next  friend),  and  until  the  result  of  the 

inquiries  directed  by  the  commission^  was  known. 

After  decree,  a 

.   •       p  • 

lunacy  issued  ^^*  ^^t^^^  ^^^  ^r.  Walford  supported  the  motion, 

affainst  the 

SlS?f  m'liSrf       ^'-  ^«*€/^W  opposed  it,  for  the  next  friend,  and 
woman,  was 

suing  by  her  ^j..  Stuart  appeared  for  one  of  the  Defendants. 

next  fnend.  '  '^ 

The  Court,  on 

the  application  The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

of  her  husband,  .       1     ,       » 

a  Defendant,  The  only  question  is  whether  I  shall  allow  a  sort  of 

s^ed  the  pr^  fraud  (using  that  word  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  used 

suit  ^til  the      ^°  ^^^  Court)  to  be  practised  on  the  jurisdiction  in 

result  of  the        lunacy. 

proceedings 

under  the  com* 

mission  was  Primd  facie  there  is  good  ground  for  supposing  that 

^^^^'  the  suit,  instead  of  being  conducted  by  the  next  friend, 

will  be  conducted  under  the  jurisdiction  in  lunacy. 
Therefore,  nothing  ought  to  be  done  in  the  Master^s 
office,  until  the  Court  has  been  informed  what  has  been 
the  result  of  the  proceedings  under  the  commission  of 
lunacy. 

Order  made. 
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WILLIAMS  V.  OWEN.  ^H?' 

2 1  St  Nov. 


Robert  Roberts  mortgaged  leasehold   pro-         Surett^. 
perty  to  David  Evans,  to  secure  300 /.  and  interest,  and,    ^^^rtgagee  and 
by  the  same  deed,  joined  with  three  persons,  his  sureties,         Tackiug. 

in  covenanting  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  to  Evatis.  

Evans  took  a  further  charge  on  the  property,  for  se^  "I'Ttt^fi  "and 
curing  100 /.and  interest,  and,  afterwards,  recovered  the  by  the  same 

money  due  on  the  mortgage  from  the  sureties.  ??®^»  -4.  and  C, 

"  his  sureties, 

covenanted  for 
The  suit  was  instituted   by  the  sureties ;  and  the  payment  of  the 

question  was  whether  they  were  bound  to  pay  off  the  mon^^^jq  rg- 

100/.  and  interest^  in  order  to  entitle  themselves  to  have  covered  the 

the  mortgage  assigned  to  them.  amount  from 

^  ^  ^  C,  previously 

to  which  he 
Mr,  Purvis  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  lent  a  further 

said  that,  if  a  surety  paid  the  debt  of  his  principal,  he  *^  ^furilier 

was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  securities  held  by  the  diarge  for  it  on 

creditor,  and  that  the  creditor  had  no  power  to  preiudice  '"®  mortgaged 

f^  ^   'f  property. — 

the  rights  of  the  surety  by  engaging  in  another  transact  Held  that  C. 

tion  with  the  principal,  to  which  the  surety  was  not  could  not  com- 

privy  ;  and,  therefore,  Evans  was  not  entitled  to  tack  his  ^^^  m'ortffa^^o 

further  charge  to  his  mortgage.  Copis  v.  Middleton  (a),     him,  unless  he 


Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Piggott,  for  Evans,  said  that  the 
right  which  the  sureties  had,  was  to  stand  in  precisely 
the  same  situation  as  the  debtor  was  in  at  the  time 
when  the  debt  was  paid  off;  and  as,  at  that  time,  the 
creditor  had  a  right,  as  against  his  debtor,  to  tack  his 
further  charge  to  his  mortgage,  he  had  the  same  right  as 

(a)  Turn.  &  Russ.  224. 
s  s  4 


paid  off  the 
further  sum. 


598  CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

1 843.  against  the  sureties ;  and,  therefore,  they  must  pay  oflf 

'         '        ^     the  further  charge,   before  they  could   call  upon  the 
Williams      creditor  to  assign  the  mortgage  to  them.     Hodgson  ▼. 
Shaw  (6). 


V. 

Owen. 


Mr.  Bagshawe  appeared  for  Robert  Roberts. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
The  equity  of  redemption  was  reserved  to  the  mort- 
gagor and  fiot  to  the  sureties.  Their  suretyship  was 
created  by  the  covenant  at  the  end  of  the  deed,  and 
there  was  no  stipulation  in  it  that  prevented  the  mort- 
gagee from  making  the  further  advance.  Therefore  there 
was  nothing  to  prevent  the  mortgagee  from  lending  a 
further  sum  of  money  to  the  mortgagor.  And,  that  being 
so,  the  right  of  the  sureties  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
mortgagee,  was  subject  to  the  right  of  the  mortgagee  to 
make  a  further  loan  to  the  mortgagor,  and  to  take  a 
further  charge  on  the  property,  for  securing  it.  Under 
these  circumstances  my  opinion  is  that  the  sureties  most 
pay  off  the  100  Z,  and  interest,  as  well  as  the  300/.  and 
interest,  in  order  to  entitle  themselves  to  have  the  mort- 
gage assigned  to  them. 

(b)  3  Myl.  &Keen,  183. 
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LORD  HATHERTON  v.  BRADBURNE.  1843: 

2l8t  Nov. 

Robert  HILL  and  Richard  Rothwell  being  seised  j^^^^  of  mines. 
in  fee,  as  tenants  in  common  in  equal  shares,  of  a  Heir 

messuage  or  tenement,  farm,  lands  and  hereditaments     ^^^^^^or. 
in  the  parish   of  Sedgley,    in    Staffordshire,    and   of  Deed. 

all   the    mines  of  coal,    ironstone,    stone,   clay,    and      Construction. 
other  mines   and   minerals  in   and   under  the   same,   ^^  i^^j^g  seised 
executed  a  deed  dated  24th  July  1807,  whereby,  in  in  fee  of  lands, 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  therein  mentioned,  and  in  ""  ®'  which 
consideration  of  2  /.  paid  to  each  of  them  by  Samuel  &c.,  and  the 
Fereday  and  John  Wilkinson,  and  in  consideration  of  surface  of  which 
the  further  sum  of  7,998  /,  to  be  paid  by  Fereday  and  cupation  of  a 
Wilkinson,  their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  to  tenant,  exe- 
Hill,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  by  the  ^u'-^u  u  ^^1/^ 
instalments  and  in  manner  thereinafter  expressed,  and  and  disposed  of 
also  in  consideration  of  the  like  further  sum  of  7,998  /.  *"^  granted 
to  be  paid  by  Fereday  and   Wilkinson,  their  executors,  ^\^q  mines 
administrators  or  assigns,  to    Rothwell,  his  executors,  under  the  land, 

administrators  and  assigns,  by  the  instalments  and  in  ^®      '  'or  99 

years,  suo* 

manner  thereinafter  expressed.  Hill  and  Rothwell  sold  ject  to  the  pay- 
ment to  A.y 
his  executors^  adminhtrators,  and  assigns,  of  7,998  i!.  by  twelve 
yearly  instalments,  which  were  secured  by  powers  of  distress  and 
entry  reserved  to  him,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns ; 
and  the  latter  power  provided  that,  upon  an  entry  being  made, 
the  grant  and  conveyance  and  the  term  thereby  granted,  and 
everything  contained  in  the  deed,  on  the  part  of  ^.,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, or  administratoes,  should  ce^se,  and  that  A.,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors &c.  should  not  be  accountable  to  B,  for  any  of  the  instalments 
or  sums  of  money  which  B.  should  have  then  paid  in  part  of  the 
purchase-money  for  the  minerals.  The  subsequent  part  of  the 
deed  contained  a  covenant  enabling  B,,  at  the  end  of  the  tenant's 
term,  to  enter  upon  the  surface  lands  and  to  hold  them  for  99 
years,  under  the  yearly  rent  of  no/.,  which,  as  well  as  the  power 
of  distress  by  which  it  was  secured,  was  reserved  to  A.<,  his  heirs 
and  assigns. — Held  that  the  instalments  payable  for  the  mines 
were  not  rent,  and,  therefore,  not  incident  to  the  reversion,  but 
personal  debts  due  jirom  B,  to  A. 
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and  disposed  of,  and  granted  and  conveyed  to  Fettday 
and  Wilkinson,  their  execatorSy  administrators  and  as- 
signsi  all  the  mines,  vems  and  seams  of  coal,  iron,  iron- 
stone, stone  and  clay  in,  under  or  upon  all  and  every 
or  any  of  the  hoose,  buildings,  lands,  cloeesy  groonds 
or  hereditaments  thereinafter  particularly  described,  and 
containing,  by  estimation,  the  several  quantities  there- 
inafter mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  the  house  and  home- 
stead, one  acre,  one  rood  and  two  perches.  Crofts 
Leasow,  two  acres,  one  rood,  and  fifteen  perches  &c. 
&c.,  all  which  house,  buildings,  lands  and  premises 
were  then  in  the  occupation  of  Betgamn  Brazier,  and 
contained,  in  the  whole,  fifty-seven  acres :  to  hold  the 
same  mines,  veins  and  seams  of  coal,  iron,  ironstone, 
stone  and  clay,  unto   Fereday  and    Wilkhwm^   their 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  from  the  date 
of  the  deed,  for  99  years,  under  and  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  said  7,998  /.,  to  Hill,   his  extcmiorSf 
administrators  and  assigns,  on  the  days   and  times, 
by  the  several  instalments  and  in  manner  thereinafter 
mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  29th  of  September 
1808,  and  on  every  following  29th  of  September  (except 
as  after  mentioned),  until  the  whole  of  the  said  7,998  /. 
should  be  fully  paid,  the  sum  of  666  L  lOi.,  and  the 
further  sum  of  280/.   for  every  acre  exceeding  four 
acres  and  three  quarters  (and  so  proportionably  for  any 
greater  or  less  quantity  than  an  acre)  from  or  under 
which  any  of  the  said  minerals  thereby  sold  and  con- 
veyed, should  be  gotten  in  any  one  year :  except  that, 
on  the  last  of  the  days  appointed  for  the  said  pay- 
ments, such  sum  only  should  be  paid  as  should  then 
remain  due  of  the  said  7,998/.  to  Hill:  and  subject 
to  the  like  payments  to  Rothwell,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators  and  assigns.    The  deed  then  contained  the 
following  provisoes : 
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''  Provided  in  case  default  shall  be  made  in  payment  1843. 

of  any  of  the  said  instalments  of  the  said  respective 
sums  of  7,998  2.  at  the  several  days  and  times  and 
in  manner  hereinbefore  mentioned «  for  the  space  of 
thirty  days  next  after  any  of  the  said  days  on  which  Bradburne 
the  same  shall  rejiectively  become  due  or  ought  to  be 
paid  as  aforesaid,  that,  then  and  in  such  case  and  so 
often  as  the  same  shall  from  time  to  time  happen, 
although  no  actual  demand  shall  have  been  made,  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  Robert 
Hill  and  Richard  Rothwellf  their  respective  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns  for  the  time  being,  or  their 
agent  or  agents,  from  time  to  time  to  enter  into  and 
upon  the  said  lands  hereinbefore  mentioned  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  into  or  upon  the  said  mines  in  or  on  the  said 
lands  or  any  of  them,  and  to  distrain  for  the  said 
mstahnents  and  all  arrears  thereof,  and  all  the  gins, 
tackling,  ropes,  cords,  winds,  engines,  effects  and  other 
property  there  being,  coal,  iron,  ironstone,  stone  and 
clay  then  gotten  and  there  being,  to  take,  seize,  sell 
and  dispose  of  in  such  manner  as  distresses  for  rent  in 
arrear  can  or  may  be,  by  law,  taken,  seized,  sold  and 
disposed  of,  until  the  said  instahnents  or  payments, 
and  all  arrears  thereof,  together  with  full  and  lawful 
interest  for  the  same  from  the  day  or  days  on  which  the 
same  accrued  due  or  ought  to  be  paid,  and  all  costs, 
charges  and  expenses  attending  such  entry,  distress 
and  sale  from  time  to  time,  shall  be  fully  satisfied 
and  paid :  Provided  likewise  that,  in  case  any  of  the 
said  instalments  and  all  arrears  thereof  shall  not  be 
folly  paid  or  satisfied  within  sixty  days  next  after  the 
same  shall  accrue  due  or  become  payable  as  aforesaid, 
although  no  actual  demand  shall  have  been  made,  then 
and  in  such  case  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for 
the   said   Robert  Hill  and   Richard    RothweU,  their 
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respective  executors^  administrators  or  assigns  for  the 
time  being,  or  for  any  person  or  persons  on  their  behklf 
or  by  their  order  or  direction,  to  enter  into  and  upon  the 
said  mines  of  coal,  iron,  ironstone,  stone  and  clay  hereby 
granted,  or  any  of  them  or  any  part  thereof  in  the  name 
of  the  whole,  and  to  seize  and  take  the  engines,  build- 
ings, implements  and  utensils  used  in  working  the  said 
mines,  and  the  same  to  have,  hold  and  enjoy,  and  the 
coal,  iron,  ironstone,  stone  and  clay  in  the  said  mines 
or  on  the  said  premises  then  being,  to  get,  take,  carry 
away,  sell  and  dispose  of,  and  fully  to  work  the  said 
mines  in  such  and  the  like  manner,  in  all  respects,  as  if 
this  indenture  had  never  been  made  or  executed,  and 
the  profits  arising  and  to  arise  thereby,  and  erery  part 
thereof,  to  receive  and  take  to  and  for  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  the  said  Robert  Hill  and  Richard  Rothweti, 
their  respective  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  for 
the  time  being,  without  giving  or  rendering  any  account 
thereof,  or  being  compellable  to  permit  the  book  or  books 
of  account  of  the  reckoning-bailiff  or  bailiffs  to  be 
examined  or  insp>ected  by  the  said  Samuel  Feretby 
and  John  Wilkinson,  their  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns;  and,  from  and  after  such  last  mentioned  entry 
shall  be  made,  the  grant  and  conveyance  hereby  made, 
and  the  term  hereby  granted,  and  every  clause,  matter 
and  thing  herein  contained  on  the  part  and  behalf 
of  the  said  Robert  Hill  and  Richard  Rothwell,  their 
respective  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  shall  cease 
and  determine  and  become  utterly  void  and  of  none 
effect:  And  also  that,  from  and  after  such  last  men- 
tioned entry  shall  be  made,  the  said  Robert  Hill  and 
Richard  Rothwell,  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  shall  not,  on  any  account  or 
under  any  pretence  whatsoever,  be  accountable  for,  or 
be  compellable  to  refund  or  repay,  to  the  said  Samwel 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY. 


603 


Fereday  and  John  Wilhimonj  their  executers,  admi- 
nistrators or  assigns,  any  of  the  instalments  or  sums  of 
money  which  shall  then  have  been  paid,  by  him  or  them, 
in  part  of  or  towards  the  purchase  money  for  the  said 
minerals  or  mines  hereby  assigned  or  intended  to  be 
$oldf  granted  and  conveyed.^* 


1843. 

Lord 
Hatherton 

V. 

Bradburne. 


And,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  Hill  and  Rothwell 
for  themselves,  and  their  respective  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators,  covenanted  and  agreed,  with  i^erecJay  and 
WHkinsm^  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  Fereday  and  Wilkinson,  their 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  upon  the  25th 
of  March  1808  (when  the  term  of  the  then  tenant  in  the 
buildings  and  lands  thereinbefore  described,  might,  on 
notice  given  him,  be  determined),  to  enter  into  and  upon 
the  same  buildings  and  lands  as  tenant  or  tenants  of  the 
same  buildings  and  of  the  surface  of  the  same  lands,  and 
take  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof  for  the  term  of 
99  years  from  thenceforth,  under  the  rent  thereinafter 
mentioned,  without  the  let,  suit,  trouble  or  interruption 
of  Hill  and  Rothwell,  their  or  either  of  their  heirs  or 
assigns,  or  any  person  or  persons  claiming  or  to  claim 
by,  from,  through  or  under  them  or  any  of  them. 

And,  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  Fereday  and 
Wilkinson,  for  themselves,  their  and  each  of  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  covenanted  with 
HUl  and  Rothwell,  their  heirs,  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, that  Fereday  and  Wilkinson,  their  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  would  make  and  pay  unto 
the  tenant  then  occupying  the  same  buildings  and 
lands,  full  recompence  and  satisfaction  for  all  damages 
and  trespasses  which  should  or  might  be  done  or  com- 
mitted, on  the  said  premises,  at  any  time  or  times  before 
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that  day  or  afterwards  daring  the  time  he  coatmvcd 
tenant  thereof,  in  searching  or  digging  for,  or  getting  or 
working  the  said  minerals  and  mines  thereby  expressed 
or  intended  to  be  sold  and  conveyed,  or  in  exerdsiag  any 
of  the  powers  or  authorities  thereby  given,  or  odierwise 
relating  thereto,  in  case  they  should  agree,  with  the  te- 
nant, for  leave  to  search,  dig  for,  get  and  work  the  said 
minerals  and  mines  before  the  said  day,  and  would  save 
harmless  and  keep  indemnified  Hill  and  Raikwetl,  their 
heirs,  execators,  administrators  and  assigns,  from  all 
claims  and  demands  whatsoever,  for  or  in  respect  of 
such  entry,  damages  or  trespasses. 


And  also  that  Fereday  and  Wilkinson,  their  execu- 
tors, administrators  or  assigns,  would,  from  and  after 
the  25th  day  of  March  1808,  during  the  aforesaid  term 
of  ninety-nine  years  fix>m  thenceforth  and  for  so  long 
time  as  they  should  continue  tenant  or  tenants  of 
the  said  buildings  and  lands  and  until  the  said  kndt 
should  be  levelled  and  restored  in  manner  thereinafter 
mentioned  and  the  possession  thereof  relinquished  to 
HUl  and  Rotkwell,  their  respective  heirs  or  as^ns, 
yearly  and  every  year,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  iKfl 
and  Rothwell,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  the  clear  annotl 
sum  of  110/.,  in  equal  moieties  (being  the  amount  of 
the  then  present  surface  rent  for  the  said  lands  and 
premises),  by  equal  half-yearly  payments,  the  first  pay- 
ment thereof  to  be  made  on  the  29th  day  of  September 
1808;  and  further  that  Fereday  and  WiUnMson,  thek 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  would  ke^  and 
leave  the  house  and  buildings  on  the  said  premises  in 
good  repair ;  and,  at  the  end  or  sooner  determination 
of  the  demise,  would  deliver  up  peaceable  possession  of 
the  said  house,  buildings  and  premises,  to  ESU  and 
Rotkwell,  their  heirs  and  assigns. 
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And  it  was  provided  that,  in  case  default  should  be 
made  in  payment  of  the  said  yearly  sum  of  110/.  in  the 
proportions  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  to  Hill  and  Roth- 
well,  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns,  for  thirty  days 
next  after  any  of  the  days  on  which  the  said  half- 
yeariy  payments  should  become  due,  then,  although 
no  actual  demand  should  have  been  made,  it  should  be 
lawful  for  Hill  and  Rothwell,  and  their  respective 
heirs  or  assigns,  from  time  to  time  to  enter  into  and 
upon  the  said  messuage  and  lands  or  any  part  thereof 
or  into  or  upon  the  mines  in  or  on  the  same  lands,  and 
to  distrain  for  the  said  half-yearly  payments  and  all 
arrears  thereof,  and  all  the  gins,  tackling,  ropes,  cords, 
^nds,  engines,  effects  and  other  property  there  being, 
and  the  coal,  iron,  ironstone,  stone  and  clay  then  gotten 
and  there  being,  to  take,  seize,  sell  and  dispose  of,  in 
such  manner  as  distresses  for  rent  in  arrear  might  be, 
by  law,  taken,  seized,  sold  and  disposed  of,  until  the 
said  half-yearly  payments  and  all  arrears  thereof,  and 
all  costs,  charges  and  expenses  attending  such  entry 
and  distress  and  sale,  should  be  fully  satisfied  and 
paid. 


1843. 
* ,        > 

Lord 
Hatherton 

V, 

Bradburhk. 


Robert  Hill  made  his  will,  dated  the  14th  of  January 
1808,  which  was,  in  part,  as  follows :  "  1  give  and  de- 
vise unto  fVilliam  Mott,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that 
my  undivided  part  and  share  of  and  in  all  that  mes- 
suage or  tenement,  lands,  hereditaments  and  appur- 
tenances thereto  belonging,  situate  in  the  parish  of 
Sedgley,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  now  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  Benjamin  Brazier,  and  which  messuage^  lands, 
and  the  mines  under  the  same  are  leased  to  Messrs. 
Fereday  and  Wilkinson  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine 
years :  also  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  said  William 
Molt,  three  of  the  instalments  to  be  paid  and  payable 
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Lord 
Hathbrtom 

o. 
Bradburbk. 


by  the  said  Messrs.  Fereday  and  Wilkinsom^  or  the 
amount  thereof  in  case  they  or  any  of  them  shall  be  paid 
in  my  lifetime :  I  also  give  to  my  friend  Charles  AOport, 
the  sum  of  100/. :  I  also  give  to  the  Rev.  ITunnas  Brad- 
bume,  the  sum  of  400/. :  also  I  give  and  bequeath,  out 
of  the  remainder  of  the  instalments  for  the  said  mines 
when  paid,  the  sum  of  500  /.  towards  building  and  con- 
secrating a  chapel  at  H'all  aforesaid  :  and  all  the  rest, 
residue  and  remainder  of  the  instalments  for  the  said 
mines  to  be  paid  by  the  said  Messrs.  Fereday  and 
WiOdnson,  and  of  my  personal  estate  whatsoever,  I  gife 
and  bequeath  to  the  said  William  Mott  and  Samuel 
Bradburne,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them :  and, 
lastly,  I  nominate  and  appoint  the  said  William  Matt 
and  Samuel  Bradbume  joint  executors  of  this  my  last 
will  and  testament." 


The  testator  died  on  the  19th  of  August  1812,  having 
received  the  four  first  instalments  of  666/.  lOi.  each 
which  became  payable  to  him  under  the  deed  of  July 
1807.  After  his  death,  WilUam  Mott  received  the 
four  next  instalments  and  converted  three  of  them  to 
his  own  use,  in  satisfaction  of  the  bequest  made  to  him 
as  before  stated. 


By  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  John,  the  only 
son  of  William  Mott,  with  Henrietta  Oakley,  dated  in 
May  1814,  William  Mott  conveyed,  to  the  Plamtifi, 
his  undivided  moiety  of  and  in  the  messuage  or  tene- 
ment, barn,  stables,  gardens,  farms,  lands,  heredita- 
ments and  appurtenances,  and  of  the  several  pieces  and 
parcels  of  arable,  meadow  and  pasture  land  thereto 
belonging,  called  the  house  and  homestead,  Crofb 
Leasow  8cc.  &c.  situate  in  the  parish  of  Sec^ky 
and  county  of  Stafford,  containing  fifty-seven  acres, 
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theretofore  in  the  possession  of  Benjamin  Brazier,  and 
then  of  Messrs.  Fereday  and  the  executors  or  assigns 
of  John  Wilkinson  deceased ,  and  then  in  lease,  for  a  long 
time  to  come,  to  Messrs.  Fereday  and  Wilkinson  to  get 
the  mines  and  minerals  in  and  under  the  same  which 
had  been  theretofore  sold  to  them ;  and  the  reversion, 
rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof;  and  all  the  estate 
&c.  of  the  said  William  Matt :  to  hold  the  same  to  the 
Plaintiffs  in  fee,  to  the  use  of  John  Mott  for  his  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  Plaintiffs,  during  his 
life,  in  trust  to  preserve  &c.,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  Henrietta  Oakley  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  during  her  life,  in  trust  to  preserve  &c. 
with  remainders  to  the  use  of  the  sons  of  the  marriage, 
successively,  in  tail  male. 


1843. 

Lord 
Hathbrtok 

Bradburmb. 


William  Mott,  by  his  will  dated  the  1 9th  of  Febru- 
ary 1B25,  devised  all  his  real  estates  to  the  Plaintiffs 
and  the  Rev.  T.  C.  Fell  and  A.  Blandy  since  deceased, 
in  trust  for  and  to  the  use  of  his  son,  Jokn  Mott,  for 
life,  remainder  in  trust  for  and  to  the  use  of  his  grand- 
son William  Mott,  the  son  of  John  Mott,  for  life,  re- 
mainder in  trust  for  and  to  the  use  of  the  sons  of  Wil-^ 
Ham  Mott,  the  grandson,  successively,  in  tail  male :  and 
he  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  the 
Plaintiffs  and  Fell  and  Blandy,  in  trust  to  invest  the 
same  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  lands  to  be  conveyed 
to  them  in  fee,  in  trust  for  John  Mott,  for  life,  with 
remainder  in  trust  for  William  Mott,  the  grandson,  for 
life,  with  remainders  in  trust  for  the  sons  of  William 
Mott  the  grandson,  successively,  in  tail  male ;  and  he 
directed  that,  until  the  trust  fund  should  be  invested  in 
land,  it  should  be  laid  out  on  the  usual  securities  in  the 
names  of  the  trustees,  and  the  income  be  paid  to  the 
persons  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  rents  of 
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1843.  the  lands  if  purchased :  and  he  appointed  his  son  sole 

'        "        '      executor  of  his  will. 
Lord 

Hathbrtok  q^  ^^  ^^^  ^j.  ^p^.j  ^^25,  WUliam  Mott,  the  testa- 
Drad»urnc.  ^^9  re-executed  his  will,  and,  on  the  12th  of  September 
following  he  made  a  codicil,  by  which  he  bequeathed  to 
his  son  John  Moit,  such  book-debts  as  should  be  owing 
to  him  at  his  death,  and  then  ratified  and  confirmed  his 
will.     He  died  on  the  6th  of  May  1826. 

In  September  1830,  the  four  last  instalments  payabk 
to  Hill  under  the  deed  of  July  1807,  were  paid,  witk 
interest,  to  Samuel  Bradbume  as  his  surviving  execu- 
tor; and  Bradbume  retained  one  moiety  of  the  amount, 
for  his  own  use,  and  invested  the  other  moiety  in  con- 
sols. He  died  in  February  1833,  having  appointed  his 
sons,  Thomas  and  Randle,  his  executors,  but  the  latter 
alone  proved  his  will  and  thereby  became  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  his  father  and  also  of  Robert 
Hill 

The  bill,  after  stating  as  above,  alleged  that  the 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  of  Robert 
Hillf  and  all  the  legacies  given  by  his  will,  other  than 
the  share  in  the  four  last  instalments  bequeathed  to 
If  tV/tam  Mott,  the  grandfather,  had  been  long  since 
paid ;  and  that  the  consols  in  which  a  moiety  of  the 
amount  of  those  instalments  had  been  invested  as  be- 
fore mentioned,  and  the  dividends  accrued  due  thereoa, 
constituted  clear  funds  in  the  hands  of  RandU  Brad- 
bume,  subject  to  no  liability  whatever  except  the  obli- 
gation to  transfer  and  pay  the  same  to  the  parties 
claiming  under  William  Mott,  the  grandfather,  who 
sliould  appear  to  be  entitled  thereto :  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs as  well  as  Randle  Blackburne  had  been  advised 
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by  counsel  that  the  late  William  MoU's  moiety  of  the 
four  last  instalments,  passed  to  them  by  the  convey- 
ance made  by  the  settlement  of  May  1814;  but  R. 
Blackburtie  refused  to  transfer  the  consols  in  which 
that  moiety  had  been  invested,  or  to  pay  the  dividends 
accrued  due  thereon,  to  the  Plaintiffs,  unless  he  should 
be  directed  so  to  do  by  the  decree  of  the  Court :  that 
John  Mott  and  Henrietta  his  wife,  and  their  son  Wil- 
liam Mott,  the  tenant  in  tail-male  under  the  settlement, 
and  William  Kynaston  Mott,  the  only  son  of  the  latter 
and  the  tenant  in  tail-male  of  the  lands  devised  and 
directed  to  be  purchased  by  the  will  of  the  late  William 
Motty  and  T.  C.  Fell,  also  claimed  interests  in  the  consols 
and  dividends. 


* ^ * 

Lord 
Hatiieiitow 

V. 

Bradburne. 


The  bill  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the  late  Wil- 
Ham  MotVs  moiety  in  the  four  last  instalments,  passed 
by  the  conveyance  made  by  the  settlement  of  May 
1814,  and  that  Randle  Bradbume  might  be  ordered  to 
transfer  and  pay  the  capital  and  dividends  of  the  con- 
sols, to  the  Plaintiffs,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement, 
and  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  parties  in  and 
to  the  same  might  be  ascertained  and  declared  by  the 
Court. 


Randle  Bradbume  stated,  in  his  answer,  that  four 
eminent  counsel  had  been  consulted  upon  the  question 
raised  by  the  bill ;  that  three  of  them  (one  being  the 
late  Mr.  Bell)  thought  that  the  four  last  instalments 
payable  to  Hill,  passed  by  the  settlement  of  May  1814  ; 
but  the  other  learned  counsel  thought  that  all  those 
instalments  passed  by  William  Mott's  will. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.    Delhell  and   Mr.  Craig,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the 
XT  2 
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1843.  trustees  of  the  settlement,  said  that  the  question  which 

arose  on  the  deed  of  July  1807,  was,  whether  the  in- 
stalments which  were  unpaid  at  the  date  of  the  settle- 
ment, were  rent  reserved  in  respect  of  the  premises 
Bradburme.  therein  comprised,  or  whether  they  were  unpaid  pur- 
chase-money ;  that,  if  they  were  the  former,  they  would 
pass  by  the  settlement,  under  which  William  Moit,  the 
grandson  of  the  late  fVilliam  Mott,  was  entitled  to  the 
first  estate  of  inheritance  ;  but,  if  they  were  the  latter, 
they  would  pass  by  the  late  William  Mattes  will,  under 
which  his  great-grandson,  William  Kynaston  Motl,  was 
entitled  to  the  first  estate  of  inheritance. 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Greene  appeared  for  Rojidlt 
JBradbume,  the  personal  representative  of  Robert  HUl^ 
but  took  no  part  in  the  argument. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  for  John  Molt  and 
Henrietta  his  wife  and  their  son  William  Mott,  said  that 
the  deed  of  July  1807  was  a  demise  of  the  mines  for  99 
years;  for  it  contained  powers  of  distress  and  entiyand 
covenants  similar  to  those  usually  inserted  in  leases; 
that  it  was  of  no  importance  that  the  parties  had  used 
the  word,  "  instalment "  instead  of,  "  rent  ;**  that  it  was 
competent  to  ihem  to  reserve  a  very  high  rent  during 
the  first  years  of  the  term  and  none  afterwards ;  that, 
though  the  rent  and  the  powers  of  distress  and  entry, 
were  reseiTcd  to  the  executors  of  the  lessors,  their  heirs 
would  be  entitled  to  receive  the  rent  and  to  exercise  the 
powers;  that  the  provision  in  the  deed,  that,  in  case  the 
grant  should  be  determined  by  the  entry  of  the  lessors, 
they,  their  heirs,  executors,  &c.  should  not  be  compel- 
lable to  refund  any  of  the  instalments  that  they  might 
have  received,  further  showed  that  the  parties  intended 
not  to  sell,  but  to  lease  the  mines. — Litt.  sect.  229, 
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Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  William  Kynaston 
Mott,  the  great-grandson  of  William  Mott  the  testator, 
contended  that  the  mines  were  not  demised  but  sold  to 
Fereday  and  Wilkinson,  for  99  years ;  and  that  the  sum 
made  payable  to  Hill,  by  the  deed  of  July  1807,  was 
to  be  considered,  not  as  rent,  but  as  purchase-money  ; 
and  that  the  four  last  instalments  of  it  constituted  part 
of  William  Moil's  residuary  personal  estate,  and  were 
subject  to  the  trusts  thereof  declared  by  his  will. 


1843. 


Lord 
Hathbrtoh 

V. 

Bradburke. 


Mr.  Chandless  appeared  for  T.  C.  Fell,  one  of  the 
trustees  of  W.  Mott*s  will. 


The  Vice-Chancellor: 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  parties  themselves  have  made 
the  strongest  possible  distinction  between  rent  and  in- 
stalments :  for,  towards  the  end  of  the  deed.  Hill  and 
Rothwell,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  covenant,  for 
themselves  and  their  respective  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators,  with  Fereday  and  Wilkinson,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators  and  assigns,  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  Fereday  and  Wilkinson,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  upon  the  25th  of  March  J80tf, 
to  enter  into  and  upon  the  buildings  and  lands  as  tenant 
or  tenants  of  the  same  buildings  and  of  the  surface  of 
the  same  lands,  and  take  the  rents,  issues  and  profits 
thereof  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years  from  thence- 
forth, under  the  rent  thereinafter  mentioned,  without 
the  let,  suit,  trouble  or  interruption  of  Hill  and  Rothwell, 
their  or  either  of  their  heirs  or  assigns,  or  any  person  or 
persons  claiming  or  to  claim  by, from,  through  or  under 
them,  or  any  or  either  of  them.  That  shows  that  the 
meaning  of  the  parties  was  to  draw  a  distinction  be- 
tween rent  and  a  gross  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by 
instalments.     Besides,  in  that  part  of  the  deed  which 
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1 843.  relates  to  the  mines,  there  is  no  reservation  at  all  of 

'        '        '     rent;  it  is  not  even  said  that  the  instalments  are  to 

^^^^  issue  out  of  the  land.    And,  if  the  parties  have  not 

chosen  to  resei-ve  any  rent,  I  can  not  say  that  rent  is 

Bradbuune      reserved  so  as  to  be  necessarily  incident  to  the  reversion. 

It  being  then  my  opinion  that  no  rent  has  arisen,  I  am 

not  called  upon  to  decide  any  question  raised,  on  the 

subsequent  instruments,  with  respect  to  rent. 

The  deed  of  July  1807,  is  a  most  inartificial  instru- 
ment, and  full  of  blunders  from  the  beginning  to  the 
end.  If  the  parties  had  merely  agreed  to  execute  such 
a  deed,  and  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  been  called 
upon  to  carry  the  agreement  into  effect,  it  would  not 
have  reserved  any  rent  so  far  as  the  mines  are  concerned. 
My  notion  is  that  the  true  effect  of  the  deed  is  to  make 
the  instalments  nothing  more  than  personal  debts  due 
from  the  grantees  to  the  grantors  ♦. 

•  The  Vice-Chancellor  said,  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
that  the  question  in  the  suit  was,  purely,  a  legal  one,  and 
that,  if  the  parties  desired  it,  he  would  send  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  a  court  of  law.  The  counsel  replied  that  their 
clients  would  be  satisfied  with  his  Honors  decision. 
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URQUHART  v.  URQUHART.  1843: 

6ih^i7th  Dec. 
and 

MURDOCK  URQUHART.  by  his  will  dated  the        ,»844: 

1       /.  T%          1                                 111-                               .       20tn  February, 
24th  of  December  1827,  gave  all  his  estate,  property      v ^ 

and  effects,  both  real  and  personal,  to  T.  Leggett  and  jvm 

Robert  Hutchinson,  and  then  expressed  himself  as  fol-     Construction. 
,  "  Nearest  of 

'*  I  hereby  declare  my  will  to  be,  in  the  first  place,  ^cfeTo'nf  ii  If 

that  my  said  trustees  and  executors  shall,  as  soon  after  of  the  interest 

ray  decease  as  may  be  convenient,  sell  and  dispose  of  of  his  residue  to 

the  lease  of  my  house  in  Pulteney -street,  stock  in  trade  daughter  and 

and  the  goodwill  of  the  business  carried  on  by  me,  and  only  child,  and 

shall  collect  the  outstanding  debts  of  every  description  theother  half  to 

,         ,    ,  ,      Jy.  "**  ^"^»  during 

due  to  me,  and  convert  the  whole  property  and  effects  their  joint  lives  ; 

and  that,  if  his 
daughter  sur- 
vived her  mother  or  married  and  left  issue,  then  that  the  whole 
of  the  capital  should  be  paid  to  her,  after  his  wife's  death; 
but  if  she  died  first,  without  marrying  or  leaving  issue,  then  that 
the  trustees  should  accumulate  the  iv.tcrest  of  the  residue  so  far  as 
it  was  not  directed  to  be  paid  to  his  wife,  and  that,  on  her  deaths 
one-half  of  the  capital  should  be  divided  amongst  his  nearest  (if 
kin,  and  the  other  half,  amongst  his  wife's  nearest  of  kin.  The 
daughter  was  the  testator's  nearest  of  k^'n  at  his  death.  She  died 
a  spinster,  before  her  mother-  At  the  mother's  death  the  testator's 
sister  was  his  nearest  of  kin. 

Held  that  by,  "  my  nearest  of  kin,"  the  testator  meant  his 
nearest  of  kin  at  his  own  death,  and  not  at  the  death  of  his  wife ; 
and,  consequently,  that  the  personal  representative  of  his  daughter, 
and  not  his  sister,  was  entitled  to  one  moiety  of  the  residue. 


Pleading. — Pajiies, — Next  of  kin. 

If,  in  an  administration  suit  instituted  by  the  next  of  kin  of  a 
testator  at  his  death,  the  question  is  whether  the  testator,  by  the 
words,  **  my  next  of  kin,"  meant  his  next  of  kin  at  his  death  or 
at  a  future  period,  not  only  the  executor,  but  also  the  person  or 
persons  who  may,  by  possibility,  be  the  next  of  kin  at  that  period, 
ought  to  be  made  Defendants. 
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and  1844. 

% ^ ' 

Urquhart 

V. 

Ubqubart. 


into  money  ;  and,  after  paying  all  my  just  debts,  fune- 
ral charges  and  expenses,  shall  invest  the  free  residue 
of  my  said  means  and  estates  in  goyemment  security 
or  otherwise  as  they  shall  judge  most  proper,  to  be  ap- 
plied as  after  mentioned :  Secondly,  I  hereby  appoint 
my  said  trustees  to  pay  my  wife,  Mrs.  Mary  Giles  or 
Urquhart^  after  my  decease,  during  her  lifetime  and  re- 
maining my  widow,  and  so  long  as  our  only  child  and 
daughter,  M(xry  Amelia  Urquhart,  still  remaining  unmar- 
ried and  lives  in  family  with  her  mother,  the  interest 
arising  from  the  said  free  residue  or  capital :  Thirdly,  in 
the  event  of  the  said  Mary  Amelia  Urquhart  marrying 
during  her  mother's  life  and  widowhood,  the  sum  or 
am:iuity  to  be  paid  to  my  said  wife,  shall  be  restricted  to 
the  interest  of  oue-half  of  the  said  capital  or  free  residue, 
and  my  said  trustees  shall  pay  the  interest  of  my  re- 
maining half,  to  my  said  daughter ;  or,  if  it  shall  appear 
to  them  more  advisable  and  for  her  advantage,  they  are 
hereby  empowered,  at  her  marriage,  to  pay  the  half  of 
the  said  capital  itself,  or  such  part  thereof  as  they  should 
think  proper :  Fourthly,  in  the  event  of  my  said  wife 
entering  into  a  second  marriage,  then  that  the  sum  or 
annuity  to  be  paid  to  her  by  my  said  trustees,  shall  be 
restricted  to  the  interest  of  one-third  part  of  the  said 
free  residue,  the  remaining  two-thirds,  or  the  interest 
thereof,  to  be  paid  to  my  said  daughter  or  her  lawful 
issue;  or,  in  case  of  her  dying  without  issue,  that  the 
trustees  should  continue  to  hold  the  remainder  of  the 
said  capital :  Fifthly,  in  the  event  of  my  said  daughter 
surviving  her  mother,  or  being  married  and  leaving  issue, 
then,  on  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  that  the  whole 
residue  or  capital,  or  the  interest  thereof,  as  the  trustees 
shall  think  fit,  shall  be  paid  to  or  be  applied  for  the 
behoof  of  my  said  daughter  or  her  issue :  Sixthly,  in 
the  event  of  my  said  daughter  predeceasing  my  said 
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wife  without  marrying  or  leaving  issue,  then,  during  the 
life  of  my  said  wife,  my  said  trustees  shall  accumulate  the 
interest  of  the  said  capital  or  residue  so  far  as  not  directed 
to  be  paid  to  her  ;  and,  on  the  decease  of  my  said  vnfe^ 
the  whole  residue  or  capital  shall  be  divided  into  two 
equal  parts  or  shares,  one  of  which  shall  belong  to  and 
be  divided  amongst  the  nearest  of  kin  of  me  the  said 
Murdoch  Urquhart^  and  the  other  half  of  the  said  capital 
shall  be  divided  amongst  the  nearest  of  kin  of  my  said 
wife,  who  shall  have  power  to  apportion  the  division  of 
the  said  half  as  he  shall  think  proper,  by  any  writing  to 
be  executed  by  her  during  her  lifetime :  Lastly,  it  is  my 
will  that  my  said  wife,  during  her  life  and  remaining  my 
widow,  shall  enjoy  the  use  of  the  whole  household  furni- 
ture, plate,  bed  and  table  linen  in  ray  said  house,  and 
that,  on  her  death  or  second  marriage  the  same  shall  be 
delivered  to  my  said  daughter." 


1843 
and  1844. 

* V ' 

Urquhart 

V. 

Urquhart. 


The  testator  died  on  the  24th  of  December  1827, 
leaving  his  wife  and  daughter  surviving.  The  daughter 
died  in  January  1829,  intestate  and  without  having 
been  married  ;  and  letters  of  administration  of  her  estate 
were  granted  to  her  mother. 


In  February  1829  Mrs.  Urquhart  filed  a  bill,  in  this 
Court,  against  Leggett  (who  was  the  only  acting  exe- 
cutor and  trustee  of  her  husband's  will),  stating  that 
she  was  advised  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  will,  that  moiety  of  the  clear  residue  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate  the  interest  whereof  was  given  to  Mary 
Amelia  Urquhart  duriug  the  life  of  Mrs.  Urquliart, 
vested  in  Mary  Amelia  Urquhart  absolutely,  as  the 
only  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  living  at  the  time  of  his 
decease,  and  that  the  same  then  belonged  to  Mrs.  Urqu- 
hart,  as    the   legal   personal   representative  of  Mary 


Urquhart 

V, 
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1843  Amelia  Urquhart ,  and  that  she  was  entitled  to  receive 

and  1844.  the  same,  with  the  accumulations  thereon  since  the 
death  of  Mary  Amelia  Urquhart,  notwithstanding  the 
direction  contained  in  the  will  for  accumulating  the 
Urquuart.  interest  thereof  during  the  life  of  Mrs.  Urquhart:  and 
the  bill  prayed  for  a  declaration  to  that  effect ;  and  that 
it  might  be  also  declared  that  Mrs.  Urquhart  was  enti- 
tled to  the  interest  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  residue, 
during  her  life  or  widowhood. 

The  cause  of  Urquhart  v.  Leggett  was  heard  in  April 
1830,  and  the  Court  then  declared  that,  according  to 
the  true  construction  of  the  will,  Mrs.  Urquhart,  in  the 
events  which  had  happened,  was  entitled  to  one  moiety 
of  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's  persona]  estate,  as 
the  legal  personal  representative  of  Alarg  Amelia  Urqu- 
hart^ the  daughter  and  only  child  of  the  testator ;  and 
ordered  that  such  moiety  should  be  transferred  and  paid 
to  her  by  Leggett ;  and  the  Court  also  declared  that 
Mrs.  Urquhart  was  entitled,  during  her  widowhood,  to 
the  interest  and  dividends  which  should  accrue  in  re- 
spect of  the  remaining  moiety  of  the  testator^s  estate. 

Mrs.  Urquhart  caused  the  decree  to  be  enrolled 
shortly  after  it  was  pronounced,  and  died  in  February 
1841,  having  appointed  William  Urquhart^  one  of  the 
Defendants,  her  executor. 

Leggett  died  in  November  1836,  having  appointed  the 
Defendent,  Runcy,  his  executor.  Hutchinson  survived 
him,  but  refused  to  prove  ihe  testator's  will ;  whereupon 
administration  de  bonis  non,  to  the  testator,  was  granted 
to  the  Defendant,  Hannah  Bailey. 

The  bill  in  Urquhart  v.  Urquhart  was  filed  by  the 
testator's  sister,  and,  after  stating   as  above,  all^:ed 
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that,  upon  the  death  of  Mary  Urqtihart,  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  testator  became  divisible,  in  equal  moie~ 
ties,  between  the  nearest  of  kin  of  the  testator  and 
the  nearest  of  kin  of  Mary  Urqxiharty  according  to  the 
directions  contained  in  his  will;  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  advised  and  charged  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  will,  Mary  Amelia  Urquhart 
did  not  acquire  a  vested  interest  in  any  part  of  the 
testator's  residuary  estate ;  for  that  the  moiety  of  the 
residue  the  interest  whereof  was  given  to  her  during  the 
life  of  her  mother,  did  not  vest  in  her  by  reason  of  the 
interest  thereof  being  given  for  her  support  and  main- 
tenance, or  by  reason  of  any  other  expression  in  the  will ; 
and,  further,  that  it  did  not  vest  in  her  as  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  testator  living  at  the  time  of  his  deaths  as  the 
Defendants  alleged,  but  that,  on  her  death,  it  ought  to 
have  been  set  apart  and  invested,  and  the  interest  thereof 
accumulated  during  the  life  of  Mary  Urquhart  \  and 
that  such  moiety,  with  the  accumulations  thereof,  ought, 
on  the  death  of  Mary  Urquhart^  to  have  been  added  to 
the  moiety  of  which  she  received  the  interest  during  her 
life,  so  as  to  form  one  aggregate  residuary  fund,  and 
that  one  half  of  such  aggregate  fund  ought  then  to  have 
been  paid  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  the  sister  and  sole  next  of 
kin  of  the  testator  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  his 
widow,  for  her  own  absolute  use  and  benefit :  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  advised  that  the  decree  in  Urquhart 
V.  Leggett  was  erroneous,  for  the  reasons  before  men- 
tioned, and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  reversed :  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  further  advised  that,  inasmuch  as 
she  was  not  made  a  party  to  that  suit,  she  was  not  bound 
by  the  decree,  and  that  she  could  not  obtain  the  relief 
to  which  she  was  entitled  by  appealing  from  it,  nor  ex- 
cept by  exhibiting  her  bill  for  relief  in  this  Court. 


1843 
and  1844. 

' V ' 

Urquhart 
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Urquhart. 
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The  bill  then  prayed  that  the  decree  might  be 
declared  to  be  erroneous  and  might  be  reversed :  and 
that  it  might  be  declared  that  Mary  AmeUa  Urqu- 
hart  did  not  take  a  vested  interest  in  a  moiety  of 
the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate,  either  by  virtue 
of  the  third  clause  in  his  will,  or  as  his  next  of  kin 
living  at  the  time  of  Aii  death ;  but  that  the  said  moiety 
ought,  after  her  death,  to  have  been  accumulated 
during  the  lifetime  of  Mary  Urquiari,  upon  the  trusts 
declared  in  the  will ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be 
declared  to  be  entitled  to  one  moiety  thereof,  and  also 
to  one  moiety  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  testator's  resi- 
duary estate,  as  the  sole  nearest  of  kin  of  the  testator 
Uving  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  his  iaidow  :  or,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  Mary  Amelia  Vrquhart 
took  a  vested  interest  in  one  moiety  of  the  testator's 
residuary  estate,  by  virtue  of  the  third  clause,  or  any  ex- 
pression in  his  will  other  than  the  bequest  to  his  nearest 
of  kin,  then  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  one  moiety  of  the  other  moiety,  as  the 
only  nearest  of  kin  of  the  testator  living  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  his  widow,  and  that  the  same  might  be 
decreed  to  be  paid  to  her. 


Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Dick  for  the  Plaintiff,  said  that 
it  was  manifest,  from  the  context  of  the  will,  that  the 
testator,  by  the  words :  **  the  nearest  of  kin  of  me  the 
said  Murdoch  C/rquhart/'  did  not  mean  his  nearest 
of  kin  at  his  own  death,  but  his  nearest  of  kin  at  the 
death  of  his  wife :  for,  first,  he  had  previousiy  provided 
for  his  daughter  (who  was  his  nearest  of  kin  at  his 
death)  and  for  her  issue:  secondly,  he  had  directed 
that,  in  the  event  of  her  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
wife,  without  marrying  or  leaving  issue,  the  interest  of 
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her  moiety  should  be  accumulated  during  the  life  of  his 
wife ;   which  was  a   most  important   circumstance  to 
show  that,  by  the  words  on  which  the  question  arose,  he 
did  not  mean  his  nearest  of  kin  at  his  own  death  ;  and, 
thirdly,  he  had  directed  that,  on  the  decease  of  his  ttnfe,      Urquhart. 
the  whole  of  the  residue  should  be  divided  into  two 
equal  parts,  and  that  one  of  those  parts  should  belong 
to  and  be  divided  amongst  his  nearest  of  kin  (an  ex- 
pression applicable  to  a  plurality  of  persons,  and  not  to 
a  single  individual)  and  the  nearest  of  kin  of  his  wife  : 
that,  as  the  testator  had  said  that,  on  the  happening  of 
a  certain  event,  his  residuary  estate  should  be  divided 
amongst  persons  answering  a  particular  description,  he 
must  have  meant  those  persons  who  should  answer  that 
description  when  the  event  happened  :  that  the  nearest 
of  kin  of  his  wife,  who  were  to  take  one  moiety,  must  be 
ascertained  at  her  death ;  and  his  own  nearest  of  kin, 
who  were  to  take  the  other  moiety,  must  be  ascertained 
at  the  same  time ;  and,  consequently,  the  Plaintiff,  who 
was  his  nearest  of  kin  at  his  wife's  death,  was  entitled 
to  a  moiety  of  the  residue.     Holloway  v.  Holloway  (a) ; 
Jones  V.  Colbech  (6) ;  Bird  v.  Wood  (c) ;  Briden  v.  Hew- 
lett{d) ;  Butler  v.  Bushnell  (e) ;  Elmsley  v.  Young  (/). 


Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  Hannah  Bailej/^ 
the  personal  representative  of  the  testator,  said  that  the 
bill  sought  to  set  aside  the  decree  in  Urquhart  v.  Leggeit, 
and,  therefore,  it  was,  in  fact,  a  bill  of  review ;  and,  as 
it  had  been  filed  without  the  leave  of  the  Court,  it  ought 
to  be  dismissed  with  costs :  that  the  suit  in  which  that 
decree  was  made,  was  properly  constituted  with  respect 


(a)  5  Ve«.  399- 

(b)  8  Ves.  38. 

{e)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  400. 


(d)  2  Myl .  &  Keen,  90. 

(e)  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  232. 
(/)  2  Myl.  &  Keep,  82. 
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to  parties;  for  Leggett,  the  executor  of  the  testator, 
represented  every  person  who  might,  by  possibility, 
claim  the  residue ;  and,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff,  though 
not  a  party  to  that  suit,  was  bound  by  the  decree ;  and, 
if  any  of  the  next  kin  had  filed  a  bill  against  Leggett,  he 
might  have  pleaded  that  decree. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  :— At  the  death  of  the  testator, 
his  sister  might,  by  possibility,  be  clothed  with  the 
character  of  his  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  his  widow  ; 
and,  on  account  of  that  possibility,  I  think  that  she 
ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit  instituted 
by  the  widow.  If  the  widow  had  been  out  of  the  juris- 
diction, and  the  sister  had  been  aware  that  the  executor 
was  wasting  the  assets,  might  she  not  have  filed  a  bill 
against  him  ? 

Mr.  Bethell: — If  a  bequest  is  made  to  an  individual 
answering  a  particular  description,  and  there  is  a  person 
who  answers  that  description,  he  is  entitled  to  have  his 
right  decided  in  a  suit  brought  by  him  against  the 
executor  alone  ;  for  the  executor  represents  all  persons 
whose  interests  have  not  come  into  esse. 

Mr.  Willcock,  for  William  Urquhart,  the  executor  of 
the  testator's  widow,  relied  on  the  decree  in  Urquhart 
V.  Leggett  as  being  conclusive  against  the  claim  of  the 
Plaintiff;  and  added  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 
fraud  or  concealment  having  been  practised,  by  Mrs. 
Urquhart,  in  that  suit,  or  of  any  collusion  between  her 
and  Leggett :  that  the  general  rule  was  that  a  gift  to 
the  next  of  kin  of  a  testator,  meant  his  next  of  kin  at 
his  death;  and  that  the  cases  cited  for  the  Plaintiff, 
were  exceptions  to  that  rule :  he  cited  Clapton  v.  /Ja/- 
mer(g),  and  2  Jarman  on  Wills,  page  52. 


{g)  AntCf  Vol.  X.  p  42G. 
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Mr.  Anderson  appeared,    for   Runcy,  the  personal  1843 

representative  of  Leggett^  and  1844.^ 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  :  Urquhart 

V. 

I  shall  take  time  to  consider  this  case.  Urquhart. 


The  Vice-chancellor: 

The  question  in  this  case,  substantially,  is,  what  is 
the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  the  testator. 


It  is  apparent,  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  that  the 
testator,  himself,  was  a  Scotch  gentleman;  and  the 
attestation  of  it,  states  that  it  was  prepared  by  a  prac- 
titioner in  the  Supreme  Courts  of  Scotland.  I  mention 
that,  because  the  language  of  the  will  is  so  inaccurate 
that  one  cannot  but  think  that  the  person  who  prepared 
it,  did  not  exactly  understand  the  meaning  of  the  terms 
he  used. 

The  will  begins  in  this  manner.  The  testator,  in 
very  copious  language,  gives  all  his  property  to  ceitain 
persons  named.  The  terms  which  he  uses  are  as  fol- 
lows :  "  All  my  estate,  property  and  effects,  both  real 
and  personal,  of  every  description,  wheresoever  situated, 
belonging  to  me,  and,  particularly,  the  stock  in  trade, 
goods,  debts  and  effects,  and  sums  of  money  presently 
belonging,  or  that  shall  belong  and  be  vesting  or  owing 
to  me  at  my  decease,  whether  by  contract,  bonds,  bill, 
open  account  or  otherwise;  as  also  the  lease  of  the 
house  presently  occupied  by  me  in  Pulteney-street :  and 
1  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  the  said  T,  Leggett  and 
ii.  Hutchinson^  or  the  survivor  of  them,  to  be  my  sole 
executors  or  executor,  and  that  for  the  purposes  follow- 
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ingy  namely :  In  the  first  place,  it  is  my  wiU  that  my 
said  trustees  and  executors,  as  soon  after  my  decease 
as  may  be  convenient,  shall  sell  and  dispose  of  the  lease 
of  my  house  in  Pulteney-street,  the  stock  in  trade,  and 
the  good  will  of  the  business  carried  on  by  me ;  and 
shall  collect  the  outstanding  debts  of  every  description 
due  to  me,  and  convert  the  whole  property  and  effects 
into  money."  Now  it  is  perfectly  apparent,  on  the  hce 
of  the  v?ill,  that  that  direction  to  convert  the  whole  pro- 
perty and  effects,  does  not  mean  the  whole  property  and 
effects ;  because,  after  a  very  laborious  set  of  sentences 
which  affect  to  dispose  of  the  residue,  the  last  is  this: 
''  Lastly,  it  is  my  will  that  my  said  wife  during  her  Ufe 
and  remaining  my  widow,  shall  enjoy  the  use  of  the 
whole  household  furniture,  plate,  bed  and  table  linen  in 
my  said  house,  and  that,  on  her  death  or  second  mar- 
riage the  same  shall  be  delivered  to  my  said  daughter.** 
One  would  have  thought  that  he  took  it  for  granted, 
when  he  used  the  expression :  ''  delivered  to  my  said 
daughter/'  that  his  daughter  would  sui-vive  his  wife: 
but,  when  you  come  to  look  at  the  clauses  which  pre- 
cede, you  will  see  that  he  has,  in  the  most  laboiioos 
manner,  provided  for  the  contingency,  not  only  of  his 
daughter  surviving  his  wife,  but  of  the  daughter  dying 
in  her  liretime.  I  mention  this  for  the  purpose  only  of 
showing  the  inaccuracy  of  the  language,  and  not  be- 
cause the  expression  creates  a  doubt ;  because  no  one 
has  contended  that,  by  the  words :  ^'  shall  be  delivered  to 
my  said  daughter,"  the  daughter  lost  the  right  to  have 
the  furniture  &c.  after  her  mother's  death,  merely 
because  she  died  in  her  mother's  lifetime. 


Then  the  facts  appear  to  be  that  the  testator,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  had  a  sister  who  is  now  the  Plaintiff. 
His  wife  survived  him,  and  his  daughter  attained  twenty- 
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one  on  the  31st  of  March  1828;  and,  on  the  IGth  of 
January  1829  she  died  intestate  and  unmarried,  and  her 
mother  administered  to  her.  After  her  death,  a  bill  was 
filed  by  the  mother,  against  the  acting  executor  ;  and, 
upon  that,  a  decree  was  made,  which,  in  effect,  decided 
that  the  mother,  in  her  own  right  and  as  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  her  daughter,  was  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  the  property,  except  one  moiety  of  the  capital 
and  the  furniture  &c.,  about  which  no  question  was 
raised. 


1843 
and  1844. 

' . ' 

Urquhart 

V, 

Urquhart* 


That  took  place  nearly  fourteen  years  ago.  In  Fe- 
bruary 1841,  the  mother  died ;  and,  since  her  death,  a 
bill  has  been  filed  by  the  testator's  sister,  which,  in 
some  parts  of  it,  is  not,  perhaps,  quite  in  the  form 
in  which  it  ought  to  have  been ;  for '  it  led  me,  at 
first,  to  imagine  that  it  was  a  bill  of  review  to  have 
the  decree  reversed,  and  so  on.  But  that  goes  for 
nothing;  because,  whatever  took  place  in  the  former 
suit,  took  place  in  the  absence  of  the  party  who  is 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  present  suit;  and,  therefore, 
would  not  bind  her.  Consequently,  I  conceive,  not- 
withstanding some  of  the  expressions  in  the  present 
bill,  that  it  is  quite  open,  to  the  present  Plaintiff,  to 
have  the  question,  what  is  the  true  construction  of  the 
will,  reconsidered  and  detenpined. 


Tlie  will  is,  certainly,  a  most  singular  one.  The  bill 
does  not  set  forth  the  whole  of  it :  but,  whenever  1  am 
required  to  construe  such  an  instrument,  I  read  through 
the  whole  of  it,  in  order  to  be  more  certain  of  ascertain- 
ing  the  meaning. 

The  will,  after  directing  the  conversion,  directs  that 
the  executors :  '^  after  paying  all  my  just  debts,  funeral 
Vol.  XIII.  u  u 
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charges  and  expenses,  shall  invest  the  free  residue  of 
my  said  means  and  estate  in  government  securities  or 
otherwise  as  they  shall  judge  most  proper,  to  be  applied 
as  after  mentioned:  Secondly,  I  hereby  appoint  my 
trustees  to  pay,  to  my  wife,  Mrs.  Mary  Giles  or 
Urquhart,  after  my  decease,  during  her  lifetime  and 
remaining  my  widow,  and  so  long  as  our  only  child  and 
daughter,  Man/  Amelia  Urquhart,  shall  remain  unmar- 
ried and  live  in  family  with  her  mother,  the  interest 
arising  from  the  said  free  residue  or  capital."  I  mark 
that,  because  I  find  that  this  very  same  thing  is  seven 
times  mentioned  ;  and  I  think  that,  six  times,  the 
descriptions  are  different.  I  mark  it  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  extreme  inaccuracy  of  the  language  used 
by  the  gentleman  who  fmmed  the  will.  First,  it  is 
called,  "  free  residue: "  next  it  is  called,  "  free  residue 
or  capital.''  Now  this  is  the  case  in  which  the  whole 
income  is  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  wife  in  the  event 
(as  it  appears  afterwards)  of  her  remaining  unmarried 
and  the  daughter  not  being  married  and  living  in  family 
with  her.  "  Thirdly,  in  the  event  of  the  said  Mary 
Amelia  Urquhart  marrying  during  her  mother's  life  and 
widowhood,  the  sum  or  annuity  to  be  paid  to  my  said 
wife,  shall  be  restricted  to  the  interest  of  one  half  of 
the  said  capital  or  free  residue."  But  that  event  has 
never  happened  :  '*  and  my  said  trustees  shall  pay  the 
interest  of  the  remaining  half,  to  my  said  daughter;  or, 
if  it  shall  appear  to  them  more  advisable  and  for  her 
advantage,  they  are  empowered,  at  her  marriage,  to  pay 
her  the  half  of  the  said  capital  itself,  or  such  part 
thereof  as  they  shall  think  proper."  Neither  did  that 
event  happen.  "  Fourthly,  in  the  event  of  my  said  wife 
entering  into  a  second  marriage,  then  the  sum  or  annuity 
to  be  paid  to  her  by  my  said  trustees,  shall  be  restricted 
to  one  third  of  the  said  free  residue;" — there  the  ex- 
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pressioa  is  again  changed — "  the  remaining  two-thirds,  1843 

or  the  interest  thereof,  to  be  paid  to  my  said  daughter  and  1844. 
or  her  lawful  issue ;  or,  in  case  of  her  dying  without 
issue,  the  trustees  shall  continue  to  hold  the  remainder 
of  the  said  capital:  Fifthly,  in  the  event  of  my  said  Urquiiart. 
daughter  surviving  her  mother  or  being  married  and 
leaving  issue," — neither  of  which  events  happened — 
''  then,  on  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  the  whole  resi- 
due or  capita],  or  the  interest  thereof,  as  the  trustees 
shall  think  fit,  shall  be  paid  to  or  applied  for  the  behoof 
of  my  said  daughter  or  her  issue."  Then  he  provides 
for  an  event  which  did  happen.  ^'  Sixthly,  in  the 
event  of  my  said  daughter  predeceasing  my  said  wife 
without  marrying  or  leaving  issue,  then,  during  the  life 
of  my  said  wife,  my  said  trustees  shall  accumulate  the 
interest  of  the  said  capital  or  residue  so  far  as  not 
directed  to  be  paid  to  her."  Now,  just  consider  the 
true  meaning  of  these  words  as  they  stand.  He  is 
speaking  of  the  event  of  his  daughter  being  dead ;  and 
it  seems  to  me  that,  in  the  event  of  the  daughter  being 
dead,  there  is  no  direction  whatever  that  anything  shall 
be  paid  to  the  mother.  The  direction  to  pay  to  the 
mother,  has  been  provided  for  by  the  clauses  which  I 
have  mentioned.  But  the  first  clause,  where  the  direc- 
tion is  that  the  whole  shall  be  paid  to  the  mother,  con- 
templates the  case  where  the  daughter  is  living  in  family 
with  the  mother ;  and  the  subsequent  clauses  are  not 
clauses  which  provide  that  anything  shall  be  paid  to 
the  mother  in  the  event  of  the  daughter  being  dead. 

Then  the  sixth  clause  proceeds  thus :  "  and,  on  the 
decease  of  my  said  wife,  the  whole  residue  or  capital 
shall  be  divided  into  two  equal  parts  or  shares,  one  of 
which  shall  belong  to  and  be  divided  amongst  the 
nearest  of  kin  of  me  the  said  Murdoch  Urqithart,  and 

u  u  2 


Ci'i  CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

1843  the  other  half  of  the  said   capital  shall    be   divided 

and  1 844.        amongst  the  nearest  of  kin  of  my  said  wife,  who  shall 

,,  have  power  to  apportion  the  division  of  the  said  half  as 

P  she  may  think  proper,  by  any  writing  to  be  executed  by 

rRQUHART.  her  during  her  lifetime/'  It  seems  to  me,  upon  the 
words  as  they  stand,  that,  if  it  be  taken  that  there  is  a 
direction  to  accumulate,  and  nothing  is  given  to  the  wife, 
the  direction  to  accumulate  would  extend  to  the  whole 
of  the  interest :  but,  in  the  bequest  which  is  to  take 
effect  on  the  death  of  the  wife,  there  are  no  words  which 
comprehend  the  accumulated  fund.  The  only  words 
that  are  used  are  these;  *'  and,  on  the  decease  of  ray 
said  A'ife,  the  whole  residue  or  capital  shall  be  divided 
into  two  equal  parts  or  shares  ;"  and  he  has,  before,  in 
the  different  sentences  where  he  speaks  of  residue,  free 
residue  and  capital,  or  residue  or  capital  and  so  on, 
shown  ihat  he  was  speaking  of  the  original  corpus  of 
the  fund,  produced  by  the  sale  and  conversion,  which 
would  renjain  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral 
charges  and  expenses ;  and  the  consequence  is  that  the 
wife  would  be  left  penniless  in  the  event  of  the  daugh- 
ter dying  in  her  lifetime.  That,  however,  could  hardly 
have  been  intended  by  ihe  testator;  although  the 
words  which  he  has  used  in  this  sixth  clause,  would,  if 
they  were  literally  and  strictly  construed,  lead  to  that 
result. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  capital  as  separate  from 
the  accumulations,  it  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff,  that  the  words :  '*  shall  belong  to  and  be 
divided  amongst  the  nearest  of  kin  of  me  the  said  Aft/r- 
dock  Urquharty'  mean  those  nearest  of  kin  of  the  testa- 
tor who  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  his  wife.  But 
the  words,  of  themselves,  do  not  express  that:  they 
express  the  nearest  of  kin  of  the  testator,  simply ;  and 
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would  comprehend  the  daughter  if  she  were  living  at 
his  death>  or  any  subsequently  bom  children  that  he 
might  happen  to  have  living  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

In  support  of  the  claim  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  refer- 
ence has  been  made  to  Jones  v.  Colbeck  before  Sir  W, 
Grant,  and  also  to  Bird  v.  Wood,  and  the  two  other 
cases  of  Briden  v.  Hewlett,  and  Butler  v.  Busfine//, 
before  Sir  John  Leach. 

With  respect  to  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Colbeck,  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  directly  at  variance  with  the  decision,  by 
Lord  Alvanlei/,  in  Holloway  v.  Holloway. 

With  respect  to  the  case  of  Bird  v.  Wood,  which  was 
decided  by  Sir  J.  Leach,  my  opinion  is  that,  having 
regard  to  that  case  as  it  is  stated  in  the  report,  the 
decision  was  perfectly  right ;  although,  as  he  says  when 
he  speaks  of  that  case  in  Elmsley  v.  Young,  thejudg- 
uient  is  too  shortly  reported*.  Sir  John  Leach  says,  in 
Bird  v.  Wood :  "  The  persons  who,  at  the  testatrix's 
death,  would  have  been  her  next  of  kin  if  her  daughter 
had  been  then  dead  without  children,  are  plainly  in- 
tended here.*'  That  was  not  so ;  because  the  language 
of  the  will  was  :  ''  to  be  considered  as  a  vested  interest 
from  the  time  of  the  testatrix's  death,  except  as  to  any 
child  who  might  afterwards  be  born  of  her  daughter.'' 
So  that  the  exception  shows  what  was  the  class  of  per- 
sons  out  of  whom  the  exception  was  made ;  and  the 
exception  was :  ^'  any  child  that  might  be  afterwards 
born  of  her  daughter ; "  and,  therefore,  it  was  quite  plain 
that  the  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the  daughter,  were 
the  persons  entitled. 

*  See  antef  Vol.  XII.  p.  321,  note  (k). 
U  U  3 
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The  cases  of  Briden  v.  Hewlett  and  Butler  v.  Busk- 
nell,  also  were,  as  I  think,  rightly  decided ;  because  the 
futurity  or  contingency  of  character  in  the  persons  de- 
signated by  the  general  words,  was  sufficiently  pointed 
out  by  the  expression :  *'  would  be,"  in  the  one  case, 
and :  "  should  happen  to  be,*'  in  the  other. 


It  seems  to  me  that  the  point  which  was  decided  in 
Holloway  V.  HoUoway,  was  rightly  decided  according  to 
the  decision  of  Sir  John  Leach,  himself,  on  the  first  of 
the  two  points  in  Elmsley  v.  Young  ;  in  which  case,  the 
provision  having  been  made  so  as  to  give  Alexander 
Elmsley  a  life  estate  in  the  fund,  the  ultimate  words 
were :  *'  to  such  person  or  persons  as  should,  at  the 
time  of  the  decease  of  Peter  Elmsley,  be  the  next  of  kin 
of  him  the  said  Peter  Elmsley.**     A  question  was  raised 
whether  Alexander  was  excluded  or  included  ;  and  it  was 
held  that  he  was  included.     And   Sir  John  Leach,  in 
giving  judgment  in  that  case,  uses  this  language :  "  In 
cases  of  this  nature,  the  inquiry  necessarily  is  whether 
the  next  of  kin  who  are  to  take  upon  the  failure  of  a 
particular  gift  to  one  for  life  with  remainder  over,  are 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  or  settlor  living  at  his 
death,  or  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  or  settlor  living 
at  the  death  of  the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate.     If 
the  persons  who  are  to  answer  that  description,  are  to 
be  the  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the  testator  or  settlor^ 
and  the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate  be  then  living 
and  be  himself  one  of  the  next  of  kin  at  that  period,  he 
cannot  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  which  is  annexed 
to  that  character.     If  the  next  of  kin  who  are  to  take 
upon  failure  of  the  gift  to  the  particular  legatee  or  do- 
nee, are  meant  to  be  the  next  of  kin  living  at  the  death 
of  the  legatee  or  donee,  it  is  plain  that  such  legatee  or 
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donee  could  not  be  intended  to  be  included  under  that 
description."  That  is  perfectly  true :  if,  by  the  terms  in 
which  the  description  is  couched,  the  persons  who  are  to 
answer  the  description  are  to  be  the  next  of  kin  at  the 
death  of  the  testator  or  settlor,  those  very  next  of  kin 
must  take :  and  so  with  respect  to  the  second  propo- 
sition. 


1843 

and  1844. 
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But  what,  I  apprehend,  is  really  the  rule,  is  that  the 
persons  who  are  designated  by  any  description,  must 
be  the  persons  who  answer  that  description  according  to 
the  legal  sense  of  those  words,  unless,  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument,  you  find  that  the  testator  himself  has  put 
a  construction  on  those  words,  and  shown  that  he  does 
not  mean  them  to  be  used  in  their  natural,  ordinary  and 
legal  sense.  That  I  apprehend  to  be  the  rule ;  and  I 
find,  in  this  case,  nothing  whatever  to  control  or  confine 
the  effect  of  the  words :  '*  the  nearest  of  kin  of  me," 
except  the  mere  surmise  which  arises  from  the  circum- 
stance that  the  testator  had,  before,  in  some  sort  or 
other,  made  a  bequest  to  his  daughter.  That  is  the 
only  circumstance :  and  my  opinion  is  that,  upon  this 
will  there  is  not  enough  to  show  that,  by  the  tei*ms : 
"  the  nearest  of  kin  6f  me,"  the  testator  did  not  mean 
those  who  should  be  his  nearest  of  kin  at  the  time  of 
his  death. 


Considering  the  obvious  inaccuracy  in  the  hmguage 
of  this  will  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  it,  it  seems 
to  be  quite  impossible  to  construe  it  safely,  unless  you 
adhere  to  the  literal  meaning  of  the  words  in  every  case 
where  the  testator  has  not  himself  put  a  construction  on 
those  very  words.  I  pointed  out  that,  in  the  very  first 
clause,  he  gives  a  general  direction  for  the  conversion 
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into  money  of  all  his  effects  ;  but,  when  you  come  to  thfe 
latter  part  of  the  will,  you  find  that  the  testator  intended 
to  put  a  restriction  on  that  general  direction,  and  that 
he  did  not  mean  all  his  effects  to  be  converted.  But 
I  find  nothing  whatever  which  authorizes  me  to  put 
a  restricted  or  limited  construction  on  the  words  which 
describe  the  nearest  of  his  kin:  and,  therefore,  my 
opinion  is  that  the  present  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
any  portion  of  the  residue. 


With  respect  to  the  accumulations  arising  from  the 
interest  of  that  moiety  of  the  residue  which  the  Plaintiff 
claims,  I  observe  that  the  will  is  silent  as  to  them ;  and> 
therefore,  the  daughter  was  entitled  to  two-thirds  of 
them,  and  the  widow  was  entitled  to  the  other  thirds 
under  the  Statute  of  Distributions;  and  she  became 
entitled  to  the  other  two-thirds  as  representing  her 
daughter;  so  that  eventually  she  was  entitled  to  the 
whole ;  as  the  decree  in  Urquhart  v.  Leggeti,  declares^ 
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ZULUETA  V.  ARDOUIN.  1843: 

14th  Dec. 

JlXCEPTIONS  to  the  answer  for  insufficiency  hav-         Practice 

ing  been  allowed,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to       Exceptions. 

amend  and  for  the  Defendant  to  answer  the  amend-    ,       ";     ' 

1  t  •  r^i     x^.  r     T         An  order  for 

ments  and  exceptions  at  the  same  time.    The  Defendant  getting  down 

then  excepted  to  the  Master's  report,  and  obtained  an  exceptions  to  a 
order  for  setting  down  the  exceptions  for  argument.  eiencvb*an" 
After  that  order  had  been  obtained,  the  Plaintiff  served  answer,  if 
his  order;  and  afterwards,  but  on  the  same  day,  the  ^^^^^^^^\ 
Defendant's  order  was  served.  3^02^  day  as 

an  order  to 
Mr.  Wakefield,  Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Roffers,  for  the  S^fen'lbnf  to' 
Plaintiff,  now  moved  that  the  exceptions  to  the  report  answer  the 

toicht  be  taken  off  the  file,  and  that  the  order  for  set-  amendments 
.,  .  -1,1.  ,^.  ,.       *"°  exceptions 

tmg  them  down,  might  be  discharged  for  irregularity,  together,  is  ir- 

They  cited  Farquharson  v.  BalfoUr(a).  regular. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Defendant,  con- 
tended that  the  order  for  setting  down  the  exceptions, 
took  effect  firom  the  earliest  hour  of  the  day  on  which 
it  was  served;  and  cited  WhitehoXise  v.  Hickman (b), 
and  Ibbotson  v.  Booth  (c). 

The  Vice-Chancellor: 
This  case  is  precisely  like  Farquharson  v.  Balfour, 

The  practice  of  the  Court  sometimes  allows  a  race  to 
be  run,  in  which  the  quickest  always  wins.     As  the 

{a)  Jacob's  Rep.  587.  (6)  i  Sim.  &  Stu.  io«. 

(c)  Ibid.  p.  103,  W}te, 
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Defendant  did  not  serve  his  order  for  setting  down  the 
exceptions  before  the  Plaintiff  had  served  his  order,  the 
exceptions  go  for  nothing.  The  maxim:  "  qui  prior 
est  in  tempore,  potvjr  est  injure,*  applies*. 

Motion  granted. 

*  Se€  1  Phillips's  Uep.  368. 


1843: 

J  3th  Dec. 

and 

1844: 
3d  May. 

JjpdavH. 
Prttctice. 
Motion. 


The  Plaintiffs 
title  to  the  relief 
prayed,  de- 
pended upon 
A.  (whose  ad- 
ministrator 


EDWARDS  AND  WIFE  v.  JONES  AKD 
WIFE. 

lilE  Plaintiff  Margaret  Edwards  and  the  Defendant 
Ellen  Jones,  were,  resjiectively,  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  Howell  Powell  and  John  Owen.  The  bill 
alleged  that  Cwen  died,  intestate,  in  1835,  leaving 
Howell  Powell,  his  nephew,  and  the  Defendant  Ellen 
Jones,  his  niece,  his  sole  next  of  kin :  that,  at  Owens 
death,  Powell  was  residing  at  New  York  in  America ^ 
in  consequence  of  which  letters  of  administration  to 
Owen's  estate,  were  granted  to  Ellen  Jones :  that  Powell 
died  on  the  12th  of  December  1839,  and  that  Margaret 


he  was)  having 
survived  B, 

The  answer  stated  that  the  Defendant  did  not  know  and  could  not 
set  forth,  whether  A.  did  survive  B.  or  whetlier  A.  was  living  or 
dead.  The  Plaintiff,  in  support  of  a  n?otion  for  a  receiver  and  for 
payment  into  Court  of  money  in  the  Defendant's  hands,  produced 
an  affidavit  to  prove  that  A.  died  after  B.,  and  to  prove  aUo  a 
letter  alleged  to  have  been  written  by  the  Defendant  to  the 
riainliff's  solicitur,  and  to  contain  an  admission  of  the  fact.  The 
answer  denied  that  the  Defendant  wrote  the  letter,  bat  added  that 
it  might  have  been  written  by  some  person  in  the  habit  of  being 
about  him. — Held  that  the  affidavit  was  not  admissible. 


Practice. — Production  of  documents, —  Motion, 

A  Defendant,  in  his  answer,  admitted  the  possession  of  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill,  except  the  question 
whtther  A.  survived  B.:  which  was  the  question  upon  which  the 
l^]aintiff*s  title  depended. — Held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  have 
the  documents  produced. 
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Edwards,  as  his  personal  representative,  was  entitled  to 
a  moiety  of  Owens  residuary  personal  estate. 

The  Defendants  Pierce  Jones  and  Ellen  his  wife,  in 
their  answer,  said  that  Owen  left  Mrs.  Jones  his  next 
of  kin  him  surviving,  and  that  he  did  not  leave  any 
other  next  of  kin  :  *'  unless  his  nephew,  Howell  Powell, 
was  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease :  but  whether  or  not 
the  said  John  Oioen  did  leave  the  said  Howell  Powell 
one  of  his  next  of  kin  him  surviving,  these  Defendants 
do  not  know  and  can  not  set  forth  as  to  their  belief  or 
otherwise,  inasmuch  as  thei/  do  not  know  and  can  not  set 
forth,  as  to  their  belief  or  otherwise,  whether  or  not  the 
said  //.  Powell  was  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
said  John  Owen,  or  whether  or  not  he  is  now  living ; 
but,  if  the  said  //•  Powell  was  then  living,  tliis  Defen- 
dant Ellen  Jones  and  the  said  H.  Powell  were  the  only 
next  of  kin  of  the  said  John  Owen  at  the  time  of  his 
decease ;  and,  if  the  said  //.  Powell  is  now  living,  this 
Defendant  Ellen  Jones  and  the  said  H,  Powell  are  now 
the  only  next  of  kin  of  the  said  John  Owen.**  The 
Defendants  further  said  that  they  were  unable  to  set 
forth  whether  letters  of  administration  to  H.  Powell's 
estate,  bad  been  granted  to  Mrs.  Edwards ;  and  that 
they  had,  in  their  possession,  the  documents  mentioned 
in  the  tliird  schedule  to  their  answer,  which  they  prayed 
might  be  taken  as  part  thereof;  and  they  admitted  that 
those  documents  i-elated  to  the  matters  in  the  bill,  ex- 
ctpt  the  question  of  H.  PowelTs  death. 

llie  Plaintiffs  then  amended  their  bill  by  inserting 
in  it  a  letter  of  the  27th  of  August  1841,  written  by  their 
solicitor  Mr.  Roberts^  to  the  Defendants,  and  apply- 
ing for  an  account  of  Owens  estate  :  and  the  amended 
bill  charged  that,  in  answer  to  that  letter,  the  Defen- 


1843 
and  1844. 

> ^        4 

Edwards 

0. 

JoN£8. 
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1843 
and  1844. 

^ V 

Edwards 

V. 

Jones. 


dant,  Pierce  Jones,  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Roberts,  dated 
the  31st  of  August  1841,  whicii  commenced  thus: 
"  This  is  to  inform  you  that  I  had  a  letter,  on  the  same 
subject,  about  two  years  before  Howell  PoirelF^  death, 
by  his  son-in-law." 


The  Defendants,  in  their  answer  to  the  amended  bill, 
said  that  they  were  of  very  advanced  age ;  that  neither 
of  them  had  any  recollection  of  having  received  the 
alleged  or  any  other  letter,  from  Roberts ;  and  that,  at 
the  time  when  that  letter  was  stated  to  have  been  an- 
swered, P.  Jones  was  nearly  blind  :  and   he  and  his 
wife  denied,  according  to  the  best  of  their  recollection 
and  belief,  that  P.  Jones  ever  wrote  such  a  letter  as  iu 
the  bill  stated,  or  any  other  letter,   to  Roberts.    They 
said,  however,  that  such  a  letter  might  have  been  writ- 
ten and  sent  by  some  person  who  was  in  the  habit  of 
being  about  them  :  but  they  denied  that,  either  at  the 
date  of  that  letter  or  at  any  other  time,  they  knew  or 
had  any  reason  to  believe  or  suspect  that  Powell  sur- 
vived Owen  and  was  then  dead,  or  that  they  had  ever 
received  any  such  letter  as   was  referred   to   in   their 
alleged  answer  to  Roberts,    They  added  that  the  docu- 
ments admitted,  by  their  answer  to  the  original  bill,  to 
be  in  their  possession,  related,  but  that  no  other  docu- 
ments  in   their  possession,  related  to  Otren's  estate; 
and  that  such  documents  did,  in  the  manner  appearing 
in  the  original  and  amended  bill  and  iu  their  answer  to 
the  original  bill  and  the  schedules  thereto  and  in  their 
answer  to  the  amended   bill,  exclusively  relate  to  or 
evidence  their  title  ;  unless  the  Plaintiffs  should  prove 
that  Powell  survived   Owen,  and  that  Mrs.  Edwards 
was  his  personal   representative ;  and  that,  unless  the 
Plain tiflfs  should  prove  those  facts,  the  documents  iu 
their  possession,  would  not  relate  to  property  or  matters 
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to  which  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  had  a  common  1 843 

title.  and  1844. 


A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
for  payment,  into  Court,  of  a  sum  of  money  belonging  Jones. 
to  Owen's  estate  and  admitted  by  the  Defendants  to  be 
in  their  hands;  for  the  production  of  the  documents 
mentioned  in  the  schedule,  and  for  a  receiver  of  Owen^s 
estate. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  in  support  of  the 
motion,  produced  an  affidavit  made  by  the  Plaintiff  G. 
Edwards  and  by  Roberts  and  his  clerk,  in  which  -Erf- 
wards  verified  the  signature  of  the  clerk  to  a  hospital  at 
Neio  York,  to  a  certificate  that  Powell  died,  in  the  hos- 
pital, on  the  12th  of  December  1839;  and  in  which 
Roberts  and  his  clerk  proved  the  writing  and  sending 
of  the  letter  of  tlie  27th  of  August  1841,  and  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  answer,  and  that  it  was  in  Pierce  Jones's 
handwriting. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Craig,  for  the  Defendants,  ob- 
jected to  the  a65davit  being  read,  on  the  ground  that 
the  object  of  it  was  to  prove  a  fact,  namely,  the  death 
of  Powell,  which  was  neither  admitted  nor  denied  by 
the  answer.  They  cited  Castellain  v.  Biumenthal  (a), 
and  Dubless  v.  Flint  (6). 

Mr.Bethdl  and  Mr.  Renshaw^  in  answer  to  the  objec- 
tion, said  that  Castellain  v.  Biumenthal  decided  nothing 
more  than  that,  if  a  Plaintiff  was  showing  cause  against 
dissolving  the  common  injunction  on  merits  confessed  in 
the  answer,  he  must  find  the  merits  in  the  answer ;  that 

(fl)  A.fe,  Vol.  XII.  p.  47.         (6)  4  Myl.  &  Or.  502. 
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Lord  Tjingdale^  however,  had  expressed  an  opinion,  in 
Ord  V,  White  {c\  that,  even  in  that  case,  affidavits  were 
admissible  to  prove  allegations  in  the  bill  which  the 
answer  neither  admitted  nor  denied:  and  they  cited 
Morgan  v.  Goode{d);  Farrer  v.  Hutchimon  {e) ;  Jef* 
ferys  v.  Smith  {f);  Addis  v.  Campbell  (g);  Barrett  v. 
Tickell{h). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  decided  that  the  affidavit  was  not 
admissible  to  prove  the  death  of  H.  Powell. 


2d  May.  The  motion  was  not  mentioned  again  until  this  day, 

when 

Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Renshaw  proposed  to  read  the 
affidavit  to  prove  Roberts's  letter  to  the  Defendant* 
and  the  answer  to  it;  the  latter  of  which,  they  said, 
contained  a  statement  which  went  very  far  to  prove  that 
Powell  survived  Owen,  They  added  that  a  Plaintiflf 
was  always  at  liberty  to  prove,  by  affidavit,  documents 
which  the  answer  neither  denied  nor  admitted ;  and 
that,  under  the  43d  General  Order  of  August  1841, 
exhibits  might  be  proved,  by  affidavit,  even  at  the  hear- 
ing of  a  cause. — [The  Vice-C/iancellor  :  The  question  is 
whether  the  43d  Order  authorizes  a  document  to  be 
proved  by  affidavit,  in  any  stage  of  a  cause  except 
the  hearing.] — Neither  the  answer  to  Roberts's  letter, 
nor  the  fact  which  it  tends  to  prove,  is  positively  denied 
by  the  answer ;  and  the  Defendants  admit  that  it  may 
have  been  written  by  some  person  in  the  habit  of  being 


i,c)  3  Beav.  357. 

(rf)  3  Mer.  10. 

le)  3  Youn.  &  Coil.  692. 


(/)  1  Jac.  ^  Walk.  298. 
(g)  1  Beav.  258. 
{h)  Jac,  Rep.  159. 
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about  them;  therefore  it  may  have  been  written  by  1843 

some  person,  by  their  authority.    Jefferys  v.  Smith  \  and  1844. 

Ord  V.   WhUei  Barrett  v.  TickeUi  and    Hodgson  v.  „ 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : 
I  entertain  a  very  clear  opinion  upon  the  present 
question :  and,  if  the  discussion  had  terminated  when 
the  motion  was  first  brought  before  me,  I  should  have 
expressed  the  same  opinion  upon  it  as  I  now  do,  and 
that  is,  that  I  am  not  authorized,  by  the  practice  of  the 
Court,  to  admit  the  affidavit. 

The  bill  is  filed  by  persons  claiming  under  Howell 
Powell,  whom  they  represent  to  have  been  one  of  the 
two  next  of  kin  of  John  Owen,  the  intestate  in  the  cause, 
and  to  have  been  entitled,  as  such,  to  a  moiety  of  the 
intestate's  residuary  personal  estate.  To  that  bill  an 
answer  is  put  in,  in  which  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs  is 
not  admitted,  or,  at  the  utmost,  is  admitted  hypothe- 
tically  only,  that  is,  provided  the  allegations  in  the  bill 
with  respect  to  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs,  are  true.  Then 
the  Plaintiffs  amend  their  bill,  and  an  answer  is  put 
in  to  the  amended  bill,  which  leaves  it  uncertain  whether 
a  particular  letter  was  ever  written  or  not,  and,  if  it  was 
written,  whether  it  was  written  under  such  circumstances 
as  to  make  it  binding  on  the  Defendants  :  for,  in  my 
opinion,  the  statement  that  it  might  have  been  written 
by  some  person  in  the  habit  of  being  about  the  Defen- 
dants, does  not  amount  to  an  admission  that  it  was 
written  by  some  person  authorized  by  the  Defendants. 
And  my  notion  is  that,  on  an  interlocutory  application 
like  the  present,  where  the  subject  of  the  application  is 

(i)  «  Sim.  &  Stu.  821. 


Jokes, 
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1843  not  an  injunction  to  restrain  waste,  the  Plaintiff  can  not 

and  1844.       make  his  title  better  than  he  finds  it  on  the  answer. 

Edwahds 

^^  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  affidavit  can  not 

J0MB8.  be  admitted  in  support  of  the  motion,  so  far  as  it  asks 

either  for  payment,  into  Court,  of  the  sum  admitted  by 
the  Defendants  to  be  in  their  hands,  or  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.  But  I  will  hear  anything  that  can 
be  said  in  support  of  that  part  of  the  motion  which  re- 
lates to  the  production  of  documents. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  then  said  that,  where  a 
Defendant  submitted  to  answer,  and  admitted  that  he 
had  documents  in  his  possession  relating  to  the  matters 
contained  in  the  bill,  the  documents  were  part  of  the 
discovery  which  he  had  submitted  to  give;  and,  conse- 
quently, the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  them  pro- 
duced for  his  inspection :  that,  if  the  Plaintiffs  in  this 
case,  had  amended  their  bill  and  required  the  Defen- 
dants to  set  forth  the  contents  of  the  documents,  word 
for  word,  the  Defendants  could  not  have  refused  so  to 
do.  They  cited  Hardman  v.  JEllames  (A) ;  7)/kr  v. 
Drayton  (/) ;  Smith  v.  The  Duke  of  Beaufort  (m),  and 
Wiffram  on  Discovery,  p.  210. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

It  is  perfectly  plain,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  where 
a  party  sues  as  representing  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  an 
intestate  and  his  title  is  not  admitted  by  the  Defendant, 
that  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  production  of  the  documents 
which  the  Defendant  merely  admits  to  be  in  his  posses- 
sion and  to  relate  to  the  affairs  of  the  intestate. 


{k)  2  My].  Sc  Keen,  732.  (/)  2  Sim.  &  Stj.  309. 

(w)  1  Hare,  507. 
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This  case  is  not  at  all  like  Hardman  v.  Ellames ;  for, 
in  that  case,  the  Defendant  referred  to  the  documents 
as  substantiating  the  statements  in  his  answer. 

In  the  passage  which  Mr.  Bethell  read  from  Vice- 
Chancellor  WigranC^  work  on  Discovery,  the  learned 
author  seems  to  me  to  take  it  for  granted  that  the  party 
had  a  title :  unless  that  is  so,  I  cannot  accede  to  the 
proposition  there  stated  *. 


1843 

and  1844. 

, 0 

Edwards 
Jones. 


Motion  refused  with  costs. 


*  See  1  Phillips's  Rep.  501. 


COHAM  V.  COHAM. 

A  PETITION  presented  in  this  cause,  in  the  name  of 
an  infant,  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a 
guardian^  was  opposed  on  the  ground  that  the  infant, 
who  was  fifteen  years  of  age  and  tenant  for  life  of 
real  estate  under  his  father's  will,  had,  by  deed,  ap- 
pointed a  gentleman  named  Basselt,  his  maternal  uncle, 
to  be  his  guardian. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Nichols,  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, said  that  an  infant  had  no  power  to  appoint  his 
own  guardian,  unless  he  was  seised  of  socage  lands  by 
descent.  Ex  parte  Wathins  (a) ;  Quadring  y.  Downs  {b) ; 
Curtis  V.  Rippon  (c). 


1843: 

2  2d  Dec. 

^ -^ 

Infant. 
Guardian. 

The  Court  will  . 
refer  it  to  the 
Master  to  ap- 
prove of  a 
guardian  for  an 
mfant,  notwith* 
standing  the 
infant,  being 
fourteen  years 
of  age  and  en- 
titled to  real 
estate,  has,  by 
deed,  appointed 
a  guardian  for 
himself. 


(a)  9  Vez.  470.  (b)  3  Mod.  Rep.  177. 

(c)  4  Madd.  462. 
Vol.  Xni.  X  x 


COHAM 

V, 
COUAM 
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1843.  Mr.  FoUett  supported  the  petition  on  behalf  of  the 

infant's  paternal  relations. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr,  Willcock,  for  Mr.  Bassett,  said 
that,  where  an  infant  of  the  age  of  fourteen  was  entitled 
to  real  estate,  he  was  entitled,  by  law,  to  nominate  his 
guardian.  Co.  Litt.  78  b,  and  Hargraye*s  note  (16), 
8B  b  ;  and  Chambers  on  Infancy,  616. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said  that  no  imputation  was  cast 
upon  the  character  of  Mr.  Bassett,  either  by  the  petition 
or  by  the  affidavits  in  support  of  it ;  bat  that  it  appeared 
that  some  animosity  existed  between  the  infant's  re- 
lations on  his  father's  side  and  his  relations  on  his 
mother's  side,  in  consequence  of  which  the  petition  had 
been  presented ;  and  that,  as  the  parties  could  not  agree 
amongst  themselves,  he  considered  it  to  be  a  matter  of 
course  to  direct  a  reference,  to  the  Master j  to  approve 
of  a  guardian. 

His  Honor  added  that  he  had  referred  to  the  entry 
of  Curtis  V.  Rippon,  in  Reg.  Lib.  A.  1819,  fo.  222, 
from  which  it  might  be  collected  that  the  infant,  in 
that  case,  was  entitled  to  real  estate :  and  he  made  an 
order  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 
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ST.  VICTOR  V.  DEVEREUX*.  1844: 

18th  Jan. 

A  FUN  D  was  standiDg  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-      * y / 

general  to  the  credit  of  a  cause  intituled :  **  The  Cam-        Practice, 
tnissioners  of  Charitable   Donations   and   Bequests   in  ^^^  *»  Court. 
Ireland  v.  Devereux.''   The  Plaintiff  in  the  present  case,  money 

who  was  not  a  party  to  that  cause,  sought,  by  his  bill,      into  Court. 
to  establish  an  equity  on  the  fund,  adversely  both  to  ^   c"urt    'U 
the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants  in  that  cause ;  and  not  order  money 
he  now  moved,  before  any  answer  had  been  put  in  to  into  Court  if  the 
his  bill,  that  the  fund  might  be  transferred  to  the  credit  applying  is  at 
of  both  the  causes.  all  doubtful. 

Neither  will  it 
Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Lee  and  Mr.  Wilson,  for  the  mo-  order  a  fund 
tion,  read  affidavits  in  support  of  the  claim  which  the  credit  of  a  cause 


Plaintiff  sought  to  establish  by  his  bill,  and  said  that  between  A.  and 
the    Plaintiff  was   not  asking  that  money  which  was  fe^ld  to  th"*" 
in   the   pockets  of  Defendants,   might    be    paid  into  joint  credit  of 
Court;  but  that  money,  which  was  already  in  Court,  that  and  of 
might  be  transferred  from  the  credit  of  the  cause  in  j^  which  it  is  * 
which  it  had  been  paid  in,  to  the  credit  of  that  and  claimed  by  C. 
another  cause  in  which  a  separate  and  distinct  claim  ?  yjf"J  ^  ^j 
was  made  to  it ;  and  which  was  so  intricate  that  it  b.  ;  unless  C. 
could  not  be  properly  determined  before  the  cause  was  has  a  perfectly 
heard;   and,  therefore,  the   Court  would  protect  the  ^^^^^ 
fund  in  the  meantime. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Willcock,  Mr.  Faber 
and  Mr.  Beavan  appeared  to  oppose  the  motion  ;  but 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  without   hearing   them, 
said : 
The  question  is  whether  it  is  the  practice  of  this 

♦  Ex  relatione, 
X  X  2 
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1  Bu- 


st. Victor 


D£VEREUX. 
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Court,  before  answer,  before  tlie  title  of  the  Plaintiff  is 
admitted,  and  where,  as  the  counsel  in  support  of  the 
appHcation  have  admitted,  the  question  is  too  difficult  to 
be  decided  on  motion,  to  interfere  and  say  that  a  fund  in 
a  given  position,  shall  be  displaced,  merely  because  a 
case  has  been  brought  forward  which  may  or  may  not  be 
decided  in  the  applicant's  favour. 


The  rule  is  that  a  party  asking  that  money  may  be 
ordered  into  Court,  should  have,  not  a  doubtful,  but  a 
clear  case.  I  have  discussed  the  point  with  Lord  Cot- 
tetiham  ;  and  his  Lordship  agreed  with  me  that  applica- 
tions of  such  a  nature  ought  not  to  be  granted,  unless 
the  party  applying  has  a  clear  right. 

In  the  case  now  before  me,  affidavits  have  been  filed 
in  support  of  the  Plaintiff's  title,  but  no  answer  has  been 
put  in  ;  and  it  has  been  admitted  that  the  claim  made 
by  the  Plaintiff  is  too  intricate  to  be  decided  on  motion  : 
and,  under  those  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  rule  of  the  Court  must  prevail :  and,  therefore, 
without  giving  any  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's case,  I  refuse  his  motion  with  costs  (a). 


(a)  See  Richardson  v.  The  Bank  of  Englandj  4  My  I,  & 
Cr.  165. 
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BERESFORD  «.  THE  ARCHBISHOP  OF 

ARMAGH.  ,844. 

17th  and  30th 

Under  the  win  of  John  Lord  Delaval,  the  late  Mar-  •'""""y-  • 

chioness  of  Waterford,  his  grand-daughter,  was  tenant  Husband  and 

for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  of  an  estate  called  the  Ford-  ^^7/^« 

castle  estate,  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  decease  of  ^ara  e 

Lady  Delavalj  her  mother.     During  Lady  DelavaVs  life-  Acquiescence. 
time,  the  rents  of  the  estate  were  received  by  a  gentle- 


man  named  Carr,  as  her  agent ;  and,  on  her  death,  which  became  entitled 

took  place  in  1822,  the  Marquis  and  Marchioness  of  to  an  estete  for 

IVaterford  appointed  the  same  gentleman  to  receive  the  ^^  *undT/her 

rents  as  their  agent.    From  that  time  until  the  Marquis's  grandfather's 

death,  Carr.  by  the  direction  of  the  Marquis,  paid  the  ^^^|  5  *"^  *^® 
T^  ,  fl   ^        1  111  and  her  hug- 

rents,  not  to  Drummond  S^  Co.  who  were  his  bankers,  ^and  joined  in 

but  to  Hoare  8^  Co,,  who  were  the  bankers  of  the  Mar-  appointing  a 
chioness's  family ;  and  they  placed  the  same  to  the  credit  P®."^"  *^  ^^' 
of  the  Marquis.     The  sums  so  paid  during  the  Mar-  as  their  agent ; 
quis's  lifetime,  amounted,  in  the  whole,  to  30,000/. :  and  ^^^^*  ^y  }^^, 
the  Marquis,  at  different  times,  drew  cheques  on  Hoare  rection  paid" 
S^'  Co,  for  sums  amounting  to  19,000/.,  which  he  ap-  them  to  an  ac- 
plied  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  incumbrances  on  the  l^^u^  ^^^?h 
Fordcast/e  estate*,  to  pay  for  the  furniture  ^i  Ford-  H,  Sf  Co.,  t lie 

bankers  of  his 
*  The  Marquis  himself  was  entitled   to   the  interest  of  wife's  family, 

53,000/.  and  to  an  annuity  of  429/.  part  of  the  charges  on  and  he  drew 

the  estate,  out  of  which  1 ,000  /.  a  year  was  payable  to  the  cheques  on  //. 

Marchioness  under  her  marriage  settlement.  ^  ^^'  J?*"  ®""?* 

°  some  ot  which 

he  applied  for  his  own  purposes,  and  the  rest  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  incumbrances  on  the  estate.  At  the  husband's  death, 
a  large  balance  remained  in  the  hands  of  H.  Sf  Co.f  which  they 
transferred  to  the  account  of  his  executors ;  and  his  wife,  who  was 
his  sole  executrix,  drew  on  H.  Sf  Co,  in  that  character,  and  died 
about  ten  months  after  her  husband. — Held  that  the  balance  be- 
longed not  10  her,  but  to  her  husband*s  estate. 
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1844.  castle  which  he  purchased  after  Lady  DelavaPs  death, 

and  to  discharge  debts  due  from  him  to  his  physician, 
solicitor  and  other  persons.    The  Marquis  died  in  July 

The  1B26:  and  the  Marchioness  was  his  sole  acting  execa- 

AacHBisHOPOF  *"^'  After  his  death,  Hoare  ^  Co.  transferred  11,000/., 
Armagh.  the  balance  of  the  30,000/.  remaining  in  their  hands, 
from  the  Marquis's  account  to  an  account  intituled  : 
"The  Executors  of  the  late  Marquis  of  WcUerford:*^ 
but  it  did  not  appear  whether  they  made  that  transfer 
of  their  own  accord,  or  by  the  direction  of  the  Mar^ 
chioness.  The  Marchioness,  however,  as  the  executrix 
of  the  Marquis,  drew  several  cheques,  on  Hoare  8^  Co., 
which  were  paid  out  of  the  balance,  partly  on  account 
of  the  interest  of  the  sums  charged  on  the  Fordcastle 
estate,  and  partly  on  account  of  the  Marquis's  funeral 
expenses. 

The  Marchioness  died  in  June  1827. 

After  her  death,  the  suit  was  instituted  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  Marquis's  estate.  One  .question  in 
the  cause  was  whether  the  balance  in  the  hands  of 
Hoare  4r  Co.  at  the  death  of  the  Marquis,  belonged  to 
the  Marchioness,  or  formed  part  of  the  Marquis's  estate. 

The  decree  at  the  hearing  directed  the  Master  to 
inquire  and  state  what  was  the  annual  amount  of  the 
rents  of  the  Fordcastle  estate  from  Lady  DelavaFs  death 
until  the  death  of  the  Marquis,  and  when  and  by  whom 
and  by  whose  authority  the  same  were  received  and 
paid,  and  what  charges  were  payable  thereout;  and 
whether  there  was  any  agreement  or  consent,  by  the 
Marchioness,  with  any  person  and  whom,  as  to  the 
receipt,  payment  or  application  of  the  surplus  rents  ; 
and  the  Master  was  directed  to  state  all  the  circum- 
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stances  as  to   the   receipt^   payment  and   application  1843. 

thereof. 

Beresford 

The  Master  reported  that  no  direct  evidence  had  been  *• 

The 
laid  before  him  of  any  a&^reement  bavins:  been  entered    . 

o  1      .       ,  .         1      .     11*        Archbishop  OF 

into  or  of  any  consent  havmg  been  given,  by  the  Mar-       Armagh 

chioness,  as  to  the  receipt,  payment  or  application  of 
the  surplus  rents :  but,  as  it  appeared,  from  the  evidence 
before  him,  that  the  Marquis  was  permitted  to  deal  with 
the  cash  standing  to  his  account  from  time  to  time  at 
Hoare^Q  bank,  as  if  the  same  belonged  to  him,  without 
any  interference  by  the  Marchioness  or  any  person  on 
her  behalf;  and  as  it  further  appeared  that,  after  the 
Marquis's  death,  the  Marchioness,  as  his  executrix, 
treated  the  balance  remaining  at  Hoare's  to  his  account, 
as  part  of  his  personal  estate,  the  Master  conceived  it 
to  be  but  reasonable  to  infer  (particularly  as  there  was 
no  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  contrary)  that  the  Mar- 
chioness had  privately  agreed  with  or  given  her  con* 
sent  to  the  Marquis,  that  the  monies  arisen  from  the 
rents  of  the  Fordcastle  estate  which  from  time  to  time 
should  be  placed  to  his  account  with  Hoare  Sf  Co.  should 
be  applied,  by  him,  as  if  the  same  were  his  own  proper 
monies :  and  the  Master,  therefore,  found  that  there  was 
an  agreement  or  consent,  by  the  Marchioness  with  the 
Marquis,  that  the  surplus  of  the  rents  should  be  applied 
by  him  for  his  own  use  and  benefit. 

Lady  Ingestrie,  who  was  the  Marchioness's  personal 
representative,  excepted  to  the  report,  alleging  that  the 
Master  ought  not  to  have  inferred  that  the  Marchioness 
made  such  agreement  or  gave  such  consent  as  was 
mentioned  in  the  report,  but  ought  to  have  found  that 
the  surplus  rents  were  part  of  the  Marchioness's  estate. 

The  SoUcitor-general,  Mr.  Lowndes  and  Mr.  Elmsley 
X  X  4 
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1843.  in  support  of  the  exception,  said  that  the  property  in 

question  was  not  pin-money,  with  respect  to  which 
acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  in  the  nonpayment 

^'  of  it  by  her  husband,  was  sufficient  to  discharge  the 

Archbisuopof  '^^sband;  but  the  property  in  dispute  was  the  wife's 
Armagh.  separate  property,  which  she  derived,  not  from  her  hus- 
band, but  from  her  own  relations ;  and,  that  being  the 
case,  mere  acquiescence  on  her  part,  was  not  sufficient 
to  entitle  her  husband  to  it,  but  there  must  be  evidence 
of  her  having  done  some  act  amounting  to  a  gift  of  it 
to  her  husband.  Pawlet  v.  Delaval{a)\  Milnes  v* 
Busk{b);  Smith  v.  Lord  Camelford  (c) ;  Powell  v. 
Hanhey  (d) ;  AUomey-general  v.  Pamther  (e). 

In  Lord  Digby  v.  Howard  (/)  the  property  in  dispute 
was  not  the  separate  property  of  the  Duchess  of  Nor- 
folk,  but  her  pin-money:  your  Honor,  however,  held 
that  the  estate  of  her  husband  was  accountable  for  the 
arrears  of  it.  It  is  true  that  the  House  of  Lords  re- 
versed your  Honor*s  decree;  but  the  judgment  of  their 
Lordships  turned  entirely  on  the  property  being  pin- 
money  and  pin-money  only(^). 

The  evidence  in  this  case  not  only  does  not  prove  that 
any  gift  of  the  rents  was  made  by  the  Marchioness  to 
the  Marquis,  but  it  proves  the  contrary :  for,  if  there 
had  been  any  gift  made  of  them,  the  Marquis  would 
have  directed  Carr  to  pay  them,  not  to  the  bankers  of 
his  wife's  family,  but  to  Drummond  ^  Co,  who  were  his 
own  bankers  and  on  whom  he  invariably  drew  for  his 
general  purposes.     The  transfer  of  the  balance,  after 

(tf)  2  Vez.  663.  (e)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  409. 

(b)  fi  Ves.  Jun.  488.  if)  Ante,  Vol.  IV.  p.  588. 

(c)  Ibid.  6y8.  {g)  8  Bligh,  N.  S.  224. 
{d)  a  P.  W.  82. 
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Beresfokd 


Lord  Waterford!^  death,  from  his  account  to  the  account  1843. 

of  his  executors,  was  the  act,  not  of  Lady  Waterford, 
but  of  Hoare  S^  Co. :  and  the  cheques  which  she  drew 
on  them  were  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  interest  of  .pj^'j^ 

the  sums  charged  on  the  Fordcastle  estate.  If  any  of  Archbishop  of 
those  cheques  were  giv&n  to  pay  Lord  Waterford's  debts,  Armagh. 
Lady  Waterford  did  not  draw  them  until  after  she  had 
exhausted  the  balance  at  JDrutnmond^s ;  and  then,  having 
no  other  fund  to  resort  to,  she  had  recourse  to  the 
balance  at  Hoare's.  Surely,  the  fact  of  her  having  drawn 
on  Hoares  under  those  circumstances,  can  not  be  con- 
sidered as  evidence  that  she  had  given  the  rents  to  her 
husband.  All  that  she  intended  by  so  doing,  was  to 
make  a  loan  of  a  portion  of  her  own  property,  to  her 
husband's  estate. 

We  submit  that  the  whole  of  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  shows  nothing  more  than  that  Lady  Waterford^ 
having  a  landed  estate  which  was  very  heavily  incum- 
bered, wished  (as  it  was  very  natural  for  her  to  do)  to 
relieve  herself  from  a  duty  for  which  she  was  not  quali- 
fied, and  to  leave  the  application  of  the  rents  and  the 
general  management  of  the  estate  to  her  husband. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Bruce,  and  Mr.  James  Russell 
and  Mr.  Vansittart  Neale,  in  support  of  the 
report: 

It  has  been  said  that  property  settled  on  a  married 
woman  for  her  separate  use,  continues  her  property, 
unless  there  is  evidence  of  her  having  made  an  actual 
gift  of  it  to  her  husband.  But  we  assert  the  law  to  be 
that,  if  a  wife  sees  her  husband  receive  her  separate 
property  and  does  not  make  any  claim  to  it  during  his 
lifetime,  a  gift  of  it  will  be  presumed  ;  that  is,  her  ac- 
quiescence in  the  receipt  of  it  by  her  husband,  amounts 
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1843.         to  a  gift  by  her.     Besides,  there  is  evidence  in  this  case 
'^        "        '     that  Lady  Wateffard  did  make  an  actual  gift  of  her 
Beresford     geparate  property,  to  Lord  Waterford:  for  she  joined 
Y  '  in  directing  Carr  to  pay  the  rents  to  which  she  was  en- 

Archbishopof  titled,  to  Hoare  8^  Co.,  to  the  separate  account  of  Lord 
Armagh.  Waterford:  the  consequence  of  which  was  that  she 
renounced  her  right  to  the  rents,  and  they  were  placed 
at  his  absolute,  uncontrolled  disposal.  After  Lord  Water- 
ford's  death,  the  balance  of  the  rents  was  transferred  to 
the  account  of  his  executors.  Whether  that  act  was 
done  by  her  direction  or  not,  is  immaterial;  for  she 
suffered  the  balance  to  remain  to  that  account,  and 
she  dealt  with  it  as  part  of  her  husband's  assets.  In 
addition  to  that,  it  appears,  from  the  evidence  before 
the  Master,  that  she  paid,  to  Hoare  ^  Co.  the  sum  of 
615  /. ;  which  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  rents  of  the 
Fordcasile  estate,  but  which  she  had  received  in  respect 
of  the  dividends  of  a  sum  of  stock,  the  property  of  her 
late  husband.  Whistler  v.  Newman  (A) ;  Dalbiac  v.  -Do/- 
biac  (i) ;  Squire  v.  Dean  (A)  ;  Ridout  v.  Lewis  (/) ;  and 
the  observations  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  on  Powell 
V.  Hankey  and  Smith  v.  Lord  Camelford,  in  his  judg- 
ment in  Digby  v.  Howard  (m). 

The  Solicitor-general,  in  reply,  commented  on  Lord 
Waterford  having  left,  at  his  death,  so  large  a  balance  as 
11,000/.  in  the  hands  of  Hoare  ^  Co.,  when  he  had  a 
balance  of  900  /.  only  in  the  hands  of  his  own  bankers ; 
and  on  Lady  Waterford  having  joined  with  him  in 
signing  an  authority  to  Carr,  to  distrain  on  one  of  the 
tenants  of  the  Fordcastle  estate  whose  rent  was  in  arrear; 

(h)  4  Ves.  lag.  (/)  1  Atk.  269. 

(i)  16  Ves.  116.  (wi)  .4»/r,Vol.IV.pp.  601 

(k)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  326.  ^  603. 
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and  he  referred  to  Parker  v.  Brooke  (n),  and  2  Roper  1843. 

on  Husb.  and  Wife.  220  &  221.  '        ^        ' 

B£RE8F0RD 

The  Vice-Chancellor  :  v. 

The 
I  do  not  feel  any  difficulty  on  the  point :  because  it   . 

,     ''   ,         .  ^  .  . ,  n         Archbishop  of 

seems  to  me  that  there  is   sumcient   evidence  of  an        Armagh 

actual  agreement,   by   Lady  WcUerford,  that  her  hus- 

bund  should  have  the  complete  and  absolute  dominion 

over  all  the  rents  of  the  Fordcastle  estate  to  which 

she  was  entitled. 

Under  the  will  of  Ix)rd  Delaval,  she  was  tenant  for 
life,  for  her  separate  use,  of  the  surplus  rents  after 
keeping  down  the  interest  of  the  incumbrances :  and 
the  effect  of  the  transaction  which  took  place  at  the 
time  when  she  married  Lord  Beresford,  was  that  she 
herself  was  the  owner  of  1,000/.  a  year  payable  out  of 
the  interest  of  the  incumbrances :  so  that,  at  the  time 
when  her  life-estate  came  into  possession,  she  was 
the  beneficial  owner  of  the  Fordcastle  estate,  to  the 
amount  of  1,000/.  a  year  more  than  she  would  have 
been  if  that  transaction  had  not  taken  place. 

Having  regard  to  the  evidence  on  which  the  Master^s 
report  is  grounded,  it  is  manifest  that  Lady  Waterford 
did  mean  that  Lord  Waterford  should  have  the  absolute 
dominion  over  all  the  rents  of  the  estate;  and,  in  point 
of  fact,  he  had  the  absolute  dominion  over  them ;  and 
there  was  nothing  like  a  restitution  by  him  to  her,  or  a 
payment  by  him  to  her,  which  at  all  derogated  from 
that  absolute  dominion. 

It  was  said  that  all  the  payments  which  he  made, 
were  merely  for  keeping  down  the  interest  of  the  in- 
cumbrances.    But  that  is  not  strictly  accurate.     For 

(n)  9  Ves.  583. 
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1843.         instance,  the  sum  of  3,051  /.  was  paid  for  the  furniture 
'  '     sold  to  him  but  not  to  her.     It  was  his  furniture ;  and 


Beresford     though,  as  between  husband  and  wife,  it  might  have 

V*  been  immaterial  who  became  the  purchaser;  he  was 

^^*  the  purchaser  in  fact,  and  the  money  was  paid  by  him. 

Archbishop  OF  ,j^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^  further  sum  of  1,072/.  7  s.,  aeon- 

Armagh 

siderable  portion  of  which  was  paid  for  the  personal 

expenses  and  debts  of  the  Marquis.  In  addition  to 
which  it  is  quite  clear  that  no  payment  was  made  to 
the  Marchioness,  during  her  husband's  lifetime;  and 
it  is  indisputable  that  that  could  not  have  taken  place 
without  her  knowledge.  So  that  there  was  an  acqui- 
escence by  her,  during  the  whole  of  her  husband's  life- 
time, in  the  consequences  of  that  very  act  which  took 
place  immediately  after  her  mother's  death ;  and  the 
fund  remained,  completely,  under  the  dominion  of  the 
Marquis  down  to  the  day  of  his  death.  Anything  that 
took  place  afterwards  cannot  affect  the  case.  It  was  said, 
indeed,  that  the  Marchioness  claimed  the  balance  which 
remained  at  Hoare's :  but  she  sustained  the  character 
of  the  sole  proving  executrix  of  her  husband's  will ;  and 
nothing  that  she  did  in  the  way  of  claim,  after  the  Mar- 
quis's death,  could  affect  the  case  ;  the  question  being 
whether,  at  the  death  of  the  Marquis,  the  fund  was  not 
his. 

With  reference  to  an  observation  which  the  Solicitor-' 
general  m?ide,  namely,  that  it  was  extraordinary  that 
there  should  be  so  large  a  balance  standing  to  the 
Marquis's  account  at  Hoare's,  at  his  death,  I  must  say, 
that  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  at  all  extraordinary : 
for  it  is  not  by  any  means  unusual  for  noblemen  and 
great  landed  proprietors  to  keep  large  balances  at  their 
banker's  to  answer  any  sudden  emergencies  that  may 
arise.     Besides,  there  is  a  passage  in  one  of  the  aflida- 
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vits  mentioned  in  the  report,  which  accounts  for  the  1843. 

magnitude  of  the  balance.  I  allude  to  the  affidavit  of  ^  v— ^ 
Mr.  O'Mearay  an  Irish  gentleman,  who  states  that  he  Beresfobd 
was  the  agent  of  the  Marquis  in  respect  of  his  estates  ^' 

in  Ireland,  and  lived  in  habits  of  great  intimacy  with  archbishop  of 
him :  that,  on  two  or  three  occasions,  the  Marquis,  in  Armagh. 
conversation  with  the  deponent,  adverted  to  his  English 
property,  and  expressed  his  anxiety  to  comply  with  the 
Marchioness's  wish  that  the  proceeds  of  the  Fordcastle 
estate,  should  be  allowed  to  accumulate  for  the  benefit 
of  his  younger  children.  Now  that  wish  shows  that  the 
Marchioness  had  no  intention  of  claiming  the  balance 
as  belonging  to  herself.  And  the  Marquis,  very  pro- 
bably, intended  to  reserve  it  for  the  purpose  of  aug- 
menting the  fortunes  of  his  younger  children,  without 
making  any  investment  of  it  in  the  names  of  trustees, 
which  would  have  deprived  him  of  the  dominion  which 
he  had  over  it  as  a  floating  balance.  In  my  opinion, 
however,  the  fact  that  he  had  so  large  a  balance 
under  his  control,  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  he 
acknowledged  any  right  in  it  as  belonging  to  his  wife. 
The  consequence  is  that  the  exception  must  be  over- 
ruled. 
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iJth^jJn.  INDERWICK  V.  INDERWICK. 


WilL  rp 

Construction.      1  HE  testatrix  in  this  cause,  after  giving  some  pecuniary 

^      "": —  legacies,  concluded  her  will  in  the  following  terms : 

Testotrix  con-        ^         '  ® 

eluded  her 

will  as  follows :        "  My  house  in  Trevor-square,  I  give  to  my  brother 

Trevor^mtar^    JoAn,  as  residuary  legatee  of  my  remaining  property 
I  give  to  my       for  the  benefit  of  his  children  : "  and  she  appointed  her 

brother  as  re-  brother  and  another  person,  the  executors  of  her  will, 
siduary  legatee  "^ 
of  my  remain- 
ing property  for  Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Malins,  for  the  children,  said, 

his  children^"  *^^*^  under  the  above  bequest,  the  testatrix's  brother 

— Held  that  the  was  a  trustee,  of  both  the  house  and  residue,  for  his 

brother  took  the  children. 

residue  as  well 

as  the  house, 

in  trust  for  his  Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Cockerell,  for  the  brother,  said 

that  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  he  took  the  residue 
as  well  as  the  house ;  but  that  he  took  the  former  for 
his  own  benefit,  and  the  latter,  for  the  benefit  of  his 
children,  that  is,  that  the  bequest  ought  to  be  construed 
as  if  it  had  stood  thus :  "  My  house  in  Trevor-square  I 
give  to  my  brother  John  (who  is  my  residuary  legatee) 
for  the  benefit  of  his  children : "  that,  by  mentioning 
the  house,  the  testatrix  showed  that  she  intended  to 
make  a  distinction  between  it  and  the  residue. 

Mr.  Bet  hell  and  Mr.  Briggs,  for  the  testatrix's  next  of 
kin,  contended  that  the  bequest  on  which  the  question 
arose,  was  unintelligible  with  respect  to  its  subject  as 
well  as  its  objects,  and  that,  therefore,  it  was  void  for 
uncertainty. 


children. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

The  testatrix  has  expressed  herself^  very  laconically, 
throughout  her  will.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  she  has 
constructed  the  final  sentence  of  it,  so  as  to  make  her 
brother  t/b An  a  trustee,  of  both  the  house  and  residue, 
for  his  children. 

As  she  speaks  of  her  brother  as  her  residuary  legatee, 
it  is  manifest  that  he  is  legatee  of  the  residue. 
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V. 

Inderwick. 


CROFT  V.  WATEKTON  AND  OTHERS. 
WATERTON  v.   CROFT  AND  OTHERS. 

James  and  Thomas  Croft  were  parties  to  the  above- 
mentioned  suits  as  creditors  of  Ann  Waterton  deceased, 
and  also  as  representing  her  by  virtue  of  letters  of 
administration  ad  litems  obtained  by  them  on  the  death 
of  Edward  Birmingham^  to  whom  general  letters  of 
administration  of  her  estate,  had  been  granted. 

Mr.  Siuart  and  Mr.  Fleming,  for  Charles  Water  ton, 
one  of  the  Defendants,  objected,  at  the  hearing,  that, 
on  account  of  the  limited  nature  of  the  letters  of  ad- 
ministration granted  to  the  Messrs.  Croft,  the  Court 
ought  not  to  decree  and,  indeed,  could  not  decree  an 
account  and  administration  of  the  general  assets  of 
Ann  Waterton.    They  cited  Clough  v.  Dixon  {a). 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  : 
I  do  not  see  how  the  defect  occasioned  by  the  death 

(o)  Ante,  Vol.  X.  p.  564. 
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Administration 
ad  litem, 
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Parties. 

The  Court  will 
not  decree  a 
general  account 
and  administra- 
tion of  assets, 
in  a  suit  in 
which  the 
deceased  is 
represented  by 
an  administrator 
ad  litem  merely. 
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1844.  of  the  general  administrator,  is  supplied.     If  there  is  to 

*        '  be  an  administration  of  the  deceased's  general  personal 

Croft         estate,  can  the  suit  proceed  without  having  a  general 

or  -  '  -^        administrator  before  the  Court  ? 
waterton. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Bagshawe^  for  the  Messrs. 
Croft : 

Letters  of  administration  ad  litem,  are,  commonly, 
granted  where  the  suit  relates  to  part  only  of  the  de- 
ceased's estate ;  but,  by  the  letters  of  administration 
which  have  been  granted  to  the  Messrs.  Croft,  autho- 
rity is  given  to  them  to  the  full  extent  of  the  adminis- 
tration of  Ann  Watertoti's  estate ;  for  they  were  granted 
to  them  for  the  purpose  to  become  and  be  made  parties 
to  the  suit,  and  to  attend,  supply,  substantiate  and 
confirm  the  proceedings  already  had,  or  that  should  or 
might  be  thereafter  had  in  the  suit  or  in  any  other 
cause  or  suit  which  might  be,  or  might  have  been  com- 
menced, in  this  or  any  other  Court,  between  the  parties 
to  the  suit  or  any  other  parties,  touching  or  concerning 
the  matters  at  issue  in  the  suit,  and  until  a  final  decree 
should  be  made  therein  and  the  decree  carried  into  exe- 
cution and  the  execution  thereof  fully  completed.  So 
that  the  dimensions  of  the  suit  and  of  the  letters  of 
administration,  are  precisely  the  same. 

This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Clough  v.  Dixon ; 
for,  in  that  case,  the  limited  letters  of  administration 
were  granted,  not  of  the  estate  of  Ann  Dixon,  the  on* 
ginal  intestate,  but  of  the  estate  of  T.  £.  Dixon,  who 
had  been  one  of  her  administrators ;  and,  consequently, 
the  limited  administrator  did  nut  at  all  represent  Ann 
Dixon,  and  could  render  no  account,  whatever,  of  her 
assets,  which  it  was  the  principal  object  of  the  suit  to 
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obtain.  In  the  present  case,  the  letters  of  administra- 
tion obtained  by  the  Messrs.  Croft,  are  letters  of  adnii- 
uistration  of  the  estate  of  Ann  Waterton,  the  original 
deceased  party ;  and  they  are  granted  for  every  purpose 
sought  to  be  obtained  in  the  suit. 

Mr.  Lloyd  J   Mr.  Cooke,   Mr.  Bacon  and   Mn  Roll 
appeared  for  other  parties. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : 

In  my  opinion,  the  objection  founded  on  the  limited 
nature  of  the  letters  of  administration  which  have  been 
granted  to  the  Messrs.  Croft,  must  be  allowed :  for  if, 
at  any  future  period,  general  letters  of  administration 
to  Ann  Waterton,  are  taken  out,  the  person  to  whom 
they  are  granted,  will  not  be  bound  by  any  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  this  suit.     Now  one  of  the  objects  which 
the  Messrs.  Croft  seek  to  obtain,  is  to  have  certain  pro- 
perty which  is  in  the  possession  of  Robert  Waterton,  one 
of  the  Defendants  in  the  first  suit  and  the  Plaintiff  in 
the  second  suit,  accounted  for  and  applied  as  part  of  the 
assets  of  Ann  Waterton.     Robert  Waterton,  however, 
contends,  as  I  understand,  that  that  property  does  not 
form  part  of  the  assets  of  Ann  Waterton,  but  belongs  to 
himself:  and,  if  I  should  so  decide  and   the  general 
administrator  should  be  dissatisfied  with  my  decision, 
there  would  be  nothing  to  prevent  him  from  instituting 
a  new  suit  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  question 
determined  a  second    time.      On  the  other  hand,  if 
I  were  to  hold  that  the  property  formed  part  of  the 
assets  of  Ann  Waterton,  and  were  to  direct  an  account 
to  be  taken  of  it,  the  general  administrator  might,  if  he 
pleased,  file  a  new  bill  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
account  taken  over  again. 

Vol.  XIII.  Y  Y 
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1 844.  Por  these  reasong  I  thick  that  the  causes  now  before 

'        ""       "*  me,  are  defective;  and  I  shall  order  them  to  stand 

Croft  over,  with  liberty  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  add  parties  as 

„,     ^'  they  may  be  advised. 

Wat£Rtuf»  "^       •' 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERS. 


ACCOUNT. 

See  Maintenance,  2. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT  OF 
TITLE. 

A.  mortgaged  an  estate  to  B.  for 
1 ,000  years.  B.  died,  having  be- 
queathed the  mortgage  to  his 
widow.  She  also  died;  and,  in 
1 822,  her  personal  representatives 
entered  into  and  continued  in  pos- 
session of  the  estate  until  1838, 
when  they  sold  and  assigned  the 
mortgage  to  C.  who  entered  and 
continued  in  possession  until  1843, 
when  A.*s  heir  filed  a  bill  to  re- 
deem, on  the  ground  that  the  deed 
of  assignment  recited  the  mortgage 
and  conveyed  the  term  to  C,  sub- 
ject, expressly,  to  the  equity  of 
redemption  of  A.  or  his  legal  re- 
presentatives. Held  that  the  deed 
was  not  such  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  mortgagor's  title  as  to  make 
the  estate  redeemable.  [Lucas  v. 
Dennison']        -----     534 

ACQUIESCENCE. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

ADEMPTION. 
See  Conversion. 


ADMINISTRATION. 
I.  A.  the  executor  of  B.  dealt  with 
canal  shares  (which  had  belonged 
to  B.)  as  his  own  property,  and 
ultimately  bequeathed  them,  speci- 
fically, to  C. ;  and  he  g^ve  certain 
other  chattels,  which  always  had 
been  his  own  property,  to  D.,  and 
died  possessed  of  but  very  little 
other  property,  leaving  some  of 
B.*s  debts  unpaid,  and  a  balance 
due  from  him  in  respect  of  his 
receipts  and  payments  on  account 
of  B.'s  estate.  At  his  death,  the 
canal  shares  remained  standing  in 
B.'s  name.  Held  that  those  shares 
were  not  exclusively  applicable  to 
pay  B.'s  unsatisfied  debts ;  but 
that  A.'s  general  personal  estate 
must  be  applied  first,  and  that  C. 
and  D.  must  contribute  to  make 
up  the  deficiency  in  proportion  to 
the  value  of  the  articles  bequeathed 
to  them  respectively.  [Ibbetson  v. 
Ibbetson]    -----.     544 

2.  The  Court  will  not  decree  a  ge- 
neral account  and  administration 
of  assets,  in  a  suit  in  which  the 
deceased  is  represented  by  an 
administrator  ad  litem  merely, 
[Croft  V.  Waterton]      -     -    653 

See  Assets. 
Y  Y  2 
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AFFIDAVIT. 


Tlie   plaintifTs    title    to    the    relief 
prayed,  depended  upon  A.  (whose 
administrator  he  was)  having  sur- 
vived B.     The  answer  stated  that 
the  defendant  did  not  know  and 
eould  not  set  forth,  whether  A.  did 
survive  B.  or  whether  A.  was  living 
or  dead.    The  plaintiff,  in  support 
of  a  motion  for  a  receiver  and  for 
payment  into  Court  of  money  in 
the  defendant's   hands,    produced 
an  affidavit  to  prove  that  A.  died 
after  B.,  and  to  prove  also  a  letter 
alleged  to    have   been  written  by 
the    defendant    to   the    plaintifiTs 
solicitor,  and    to   contain    an   ad- 
mission of  the  fact.     The  answer 
denied   that   the   defendant  wrote 
the  letter,  but  added  that  it  might 
have  been  written  by  some  person 
in  the  habit  of  being  about  him. 
Held    that  the    affidavit   was   not 
admissible.     [Edwards    v.   Jones] 

632 

AGREEMENT. 

A.  being  tenant  for  life  of  an  estate, 
with  remainder  to  his  sons,  suc- 
cessively, in  tail  male,  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  B.,  by  which  it 
was  stipulated  that  A.  should  pro- 
cure an  Act  of  Parliament  to  enable 
him  to  sell  the  estate  to  B. ;  and 
that  B.  should  bear  all  the  expenses 
incident  to  and  consequent  upon 
his  proposal  to  purchase  the  estate, 
together  with  the  expense  of  ob- 
tainfng  the  Act,  of  preparing  the 
abstract  and  showing  a  title  to  the 
estate,  and  of  and  about  making 
and  completing  the  sale  and  con- 
veyance to  him,  together  with  the 
expense  of  the  agreement,  and  all 
other  expenses  whatsoever  of  A., 
in  consequence  of  the  sale,  or 
arising  out  of  or  in  anywise  re- 
lating thereto,  or  to  the  proposal 


of  B.  A.  accordingly  obtained  an 
Act  for  the  sale  of  the  estate  to 
B.,  which  directed  the  purchase- 
money  to  be  invested  in  lands  to  be 
settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the 
estate  stood  limited  to.  Held  that 
B.  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses of  the  investment,  [/n  re 
London  Bridge  Acts']  -  -  180 
See  Covenant,  1,2". — Specific 
Performance. 

ALLOTMENT. 
See  Interest,  1. 

AMENDED  BILL. 
See  Demurrer. 

AMENDMENT. 

An  order  to  amend  as  the  plaintiffs 
may  be  advised,  does  not  authorize 
the  names  of  co-plaintiffs  to  be 
struck  out.     [Sloggett  v.  Collins] 

456 
ANNUITY. 

The  grantor  of  an  annuity  had  admit- 
ted, in  his  answer  to  a  bill  in  Chan- 
cery, that  the  annuity  was  a  sub- 
sisting charge  on  his  estates,  and 
the  decree  and  proceedings  in  the 
suit  had  treated  the  annuity  as  valid. 
Under  those  circumstances,  the 
grantor*s  devisee  was  restrained 
from  proceed ing,  at  law%  to  set  aside 
the  annuity  for  want  of  a  memorial. 
[Roberts  v.  Madocks]    -     -     549 

APPEARANCE. 
See  New  Orbers,  4^  5^ 

APPOINTMENT. 

1.  Testator  gave  7,000/.  stock  to 
trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  divi- 
dends to  his  son  for  life,  and,  after 
his  death,  to  pay  the  capital  and 
dividends  to  and  amongst  all  his 
children,  at  such  time  or  times,  ag^e 
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or  ages,  and  in  such  proportions, 
manner  and  form,  and  for  such  in- 
tents and  purposes  in  all  respects 
as  the  son  should  appoint ;  and,  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  pay  and 
divide  the  same  unto  and  equally 
amongst  all  the  children  as  they 
should  severally  attain  21,  and,  in 
the  meantime,  to  apply  the  divi- 
dends for  their  maintenance  as  the 
trustees  should  think  fit.  The  son, 
by  his  will,  directed  that  the  stock 
should  not  be  divided  amongst  his 
children  until  their  mother's  death, 
and  that  she  should  receive  the 
dividends  during  her  life^  and  ap- 
ply the  same  J  in  the  exercise  of  her 
sound  discretion y  for  the  best  inte- 
rest and  advantage  of  his  children^ 
and  that,  on  her  death,  the  capital 
should  be  divided  amongst  the  chil- 
dren in  certain  proportions.  The 
son  left  eleven  children,  some  of 
whom  were  adult.  Held  that  the 
8on*s  will  was  not  a  good  execution 
of  the  power,  so  far  as  it  directed 
the  dividends  of  the  stock  to  be 
paid,  to  his  wife,  during  her  life. 
[Chester  Y.Chadwick]    -     -     102 

2.  Under  a  marriage  settlement,  the 
husband  and  wife,  having  power  to 
appoint  10,000  /.  amongst  all  their 
younger  children,  but  in  such 
shares  as  they  should  think  fit,  ap- 
pointed the  whole  y  in  different  sums 
and  at  different  times,  to  four  of 
the  younger  children,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  rest.  Held  that  the 
three  first  appointments  were  good, 
and  only  the  last,  void.  \Young 
V.  Lord  IVaterpark]      -      -     202 

3.  A  married  lady,  having  power,  un- 
der her  settlement,  to  dispose  of 
real  and  personal  property,  to  which 
her  husband  was  entitled  for  his 
life ;  and  her  husband  having 
agreed^  subsequently  to  the  mar- 
riage, that  certain  other  personal 


property  should  be  disposed  of  by 
her  in  such  manner  as  she  thought 
proper,  made  a  will  commencing  as 
follows :  **  I  Ann  B.,  the  wife  of 
W.  B.,  by  the  authority  of  my 
marriage  articles,  do  make  this  my 
last  will  and  testament.  Whereas 
my  husband  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  es- 
tates, both  real  and  personal,  during 
his  life :  from  and  after  the  decease 
of  myself  and  my  husband,  I  do 
hereby  give  &c."  The  testatrix 
then  proceeded  to  dispose  of  the 
property  comprised  in  her  settle- 
ment: and,  after  appointing  execu- 
tors, siie  gave  all  the  restj  residue^ 
and  remainder  of  her  property ^ 
both  real  and  personal,  to  G.  H. 
Held  that  the  will  was  an  appoint- 
ment of  the  property  comprised  in 
the  post-nuptial  agreement,  as  well 
as  of  that  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment.   [Harrington  v.  Harrington'] 

318 

4.  A.  had  power  to  appoint  a  fund 
amongst  all  tlie  children  of  B.  be- 
gotten and  to  he  begotten  ^  and  their 
issue y  and,  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, the  fund  was  given  to  the 
children  equally.  B.  had  only  six 
children,  all  of  whom  were  living 
when  the  power  was  created.  A. 
directed  by  his  will  that  the  share 
which  every  child  of  B.  begotten  or 
to  be  begotton,  was  entitled  to  in 
default  of  appointment,  should  be 
held  in  trust  for  that  child  for  life, 
and,  after  its  death,  for  its  chil" 
dren.  Held  that  the  appointment 
was  not  void  for  remoteness.  [Grif- 
fith V.  Pownalf]   ...     -     ?93 

5.  Testatrix  having  a  testamentary 
power  of  appointment  in  favour  of 
her  children,  over  certain  sums  of 
stock  standing  in  the  names  of  A. 
and  B.  as  trustees,  gave  and  be- 
queathed, and,  by  virtue  of  every 
y  Y  3 
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power  enabling  her  in  that  behalf^ 
appointed  all  the  property  of  or  to 
which  she  wcus  then,  or,  at  the  time 
of  her  death,  should  or  might  be 
possessed  or  entitled  or  have  power 
'to disposey  to  A.  and  B.  upon  trust, 
after  payment  of  her  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
to  invest  the  residue  thereof,  in 
their  names,  in  the  funds,  or  upon 
government  or  real  security;  and 
she  then  declared  trusts  in  favour 
of  her  children.  She  died  possessed 
of  personal  estate  more  than  suffi- 
cient to  pay  her  debts  and  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses.  Held 
that  her  will  was  not  an  exercise  of 
the  power.    [Clof/stoun  v,  f^alcott] 

523 

ASSETS. 

A.  the  executor  of  B.  dealt  with  canal 
shares,  which  had  belonged  to  B., 
as  his  own  property,  and  ultimately 
bequeathed  them,8pecifically,toC.; 
and  he  gave  certain  other  chattels, 
which  always  had  been  his  own 
property,  to  D.,  and  died  possessed 
of  but  very  little  other  property, 
leaving  some  of  B.'s  debts  unpaid, 
and  a  balance  due  from  him  in 
respect  of  his  receipts  and  pay* 
ments  on  account  of  B.'s  estate. 
At  his  death,  the  canal  shares  re- 
mained standing  in  B.'s  name. 
Held,  that  those  shares  were  not 
exclusively  applicable  to  pay  B/s 
unsatisfied  debts ;  but  that  A.*s 
general  personal  estate  must  be 
applied  first,  and  that  C.  and  D. 
must  contribute  to  make  up  the 
deficiency  in  proportion  to  the  value 
of  the  articles  bequeathed  to  them 
respectively.  [Ibbctson  v.  Ibbet- 
son]       -------     544 

ASSIGNED  OF  BANKRUPT. 
A  married  lady  filed  a  bill  against 


her  husband(who  had  become  bank- 
rupt) and  his  assignee,  alleging  that 
a  sum  of  stock  which  had  fallen 
into  possession  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy, was  subject,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances stated  in  the  bill,  to 
the  trusts  of  her  settlement,  and 
did  not  belong  to  the  assignee. 
The  assignee  submitted  the  ques- 
tion to  the  Court.  The  Court  de^ 
cided  that  the  fund  was  subject  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement ;  and  re- 
fused to  give  the  assignee  his  costs; 
as  he  ought  to  have  disclaimed. 
[Blythe  V.Granville]     -     -     190 

ASSIGNMENT. 
The  interest  of  a  sum,  secured  by  a 
mortgage  of  tithes,  being  in  arrear, 
the  mortgagor  wrote  and  gave,  to 
the  mortgagee,  a  letter  to  the  lessee 
of  the  tithes,  desiring  him  to  pay 
the  sum  in  anrear,  to  the  mort«- 
gagee,  and  to  charge  it,  to  the 
mortgagor,  in  settling  for  the  tithes 
of  the  current  year.  The  mort- 
gagor sent  the  letter  to  the  lessee, 
who  undertook  to  pay  the  amount 
within  a  certain  time.  The  pay- 
ment, however,  was  never  made. 
Held,  that  the  letter  was  not  an 
assignment  in  equity,  to  the  mort- 
gagee, of  a  debt  due  from  the 
lessee  to  the  mortgagor,  but  was 
an  order  for  payment  of  money, 
which  could  not  be  enforced,  be- 
cause it  was  not  stamped.  [Lord 
Braybrooke  v.  Meredith]     -     27 1 

ASSIGNMENT  PENDENTE 
LITE. 
Some  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  had  an 
equitable  interest  only  in  the  pro* 
perty  in  question,  mortgaged  their 
interests  pending  the  suit.  Held, 
at  the  hearing,  that  the  mortgagee 
was  a  necessary  party.  [Solomon 
v.  Solomon]     -----     516 
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AUCTIONEER. 
&e  Conditions  of  Sale. 

BANKRUPT. 

1.  Bill  by  a  cestui  que  trusty  against 
the  assignees  of  the  trustee  who 
had  become  bankrupt,  for  an  ac- 
count and  payment  of  what  was 
due  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  trust 
committed  by  the  bankrupt,  and 
to  restrain  the  assignees  from  dis- 
tributing his  estate  amongst  his 
creditors.  The  Court  refused  the 
injunction ;  because  it  had  no  juris- 
diction to  interfere  with  the  admi- 
nistration of  a  bankrupt's  estate  at 
the  suit  of  a  person  claiming  as  a 
general  creditor-  [Halford  v.  GU- 
hw] 44 

^.  The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has 
exclusive  jurisdiction  to  deed  with 
what  is  admitted  to  be  the  bank- 
rupt's estate :  but  a  court  of  equity 
or  a  court  of  law  (as  the  case  may 
ibe)  has  jurisdiction  to  determine 
-what  is  or  is  not  the  property  of 
the  bankrupt.     [Ibid.']     .     .     44 

See  Oader  and  Disposition,  i,  2. 

BIDDINGS  (OPENING  OF). 

Biddings  opened  on  an  advance  of 
60  /.  on  430  /.     [Bourn  v.  Bourn] 

189 

BILL  OF  DISCOVERY. 

The  discretion  given,  to  the  Court, 
by  the  AUi  Order  of  August  1841, 
as  to  the  costs  of  a  cross -bill  of 
discovery,  can  not  be  exercised 
before  the  hearing  of  the  original 
suit,  although  the  plaintiff  in  it 
dismisses  his  bill  immediately  after 
patting  in  his  answer  to  the  cross- 
bill.     [Skipwortk    V.    Westfield] 

265 


"  CASH  OR  MONIES  SO 
CALLED." 

See  Will,  18. 

CHARGING  ORDER. 

On  a  petition^  by  a  judgment  creditor 
of  a  party  to  a  suit,  who  had  ob- 
tained a  charging  order  on  a  fund 
in  Court  to  which  the  party  was 
entitled,  the  Court  refused  to  order 
the  fund  to  be  paid,  to  the  peti- 
tioner, without  the  party's  consent. 
[WhiiJieldyr.Pricheti]       -    259 

CHARITY. 

1.  Testator  gave  to  T.  R.  15,000/^ 
to  be  by  him  applied  for  the  use  of 
Roman-catholic  priests  in  and  near 
London,  at  his  absolute  discretion. 
T.  R.  died  in  the  testator's  life- 
time. Held  that  the  legacy  was 
not  void  for  uncertainty,  and  did 
not  lapse  by  T.  R.'s  death  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  but  was  good  as 
a  charitable  legacy:  and  that  it 
must  bo  applied  for  the  benefit  of 
persons  filling  the  character  of 
Roman-catholic  priests  in  and  near 
London  at  the  testator's  death  and 
afterwards,  according  to  a  scheme 
to  be  approved  by  the  Master. 
\_The  Attorney -General  v.  Glad- 
stone]       -------7 

2.  Testator  gave  his  residuary  estate 
(which  amounted  to  13,000/.)  to 
his  executors,  to  be  by  them  ap- 
propriated to  the  education  of  the 
children  of  the  poor  in  Ireland, 
principally  those  in  or  about  Lime- 
rick. Held  that  legacy-duty  was 
payable  on  the  residue.  [The 
Attorney 'General  v.  Fitzgerald] 

83 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 

By  articles  entered  into  on  the  mar- 
Y  Y  4 
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riage  of  a  female  infant,  she  and 
her  intended  husband  agreed  to 
assign,  on  her  attaining  21 ,  a  share 
of  her  deceased  grandfather*s  resi- 
duary estate  to  which  she  was  en- 
titled under  the  trusts  of  his  will, 
to  trustees,  in  trust  for  themselves 
and  their  children ;  and,  after  the 
lady  had  attained  2 1 ,  a  settlement 
was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  arti- 
cles: but  before  the  settled  pro- 
perty was  transferred  to  the  trus- 
tees, the  husband  died.  Held  that 
the  wife's  right  to  the  property  by 
survivorship,  was  not  barred.  [El- 
lison V.  Elwin]     -     -     -     -     309 

CIVIL  AND  CANON  LAW. 

Stftf  Nearest  of  Blood,  1,  2. 

COLLATERALS. 

See  Voluntary  Settlement. 


COMMISSION. 

If  an  executor  in  India  collects  part 
of  the  assets  there,  and  then  comes 
to  England,  and  has  the  remainder 
remitted  to  him,  by  his  agent,  he 
is  entitled  to  conmiission  on  that 
part  only  which  he  collected  in  In- 
dia. [Cawi/?^e/Z  v.  Cawi;?^e//]    168 


COMMISSION  OF  LUNACY. 

After  decree,  a  commission  of  lunacy 
issued  against  the  plaintiff,  who, 
being  a  married  woman,  was  suing 
by  her  next  friend.  The  Court, 
on  the  application  of  her  husband, 
a  defendant,  stayed  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  suit,  until  the  result  of 
the  proceedings  under  the  commis- 
sion was  known.  [^Hartley  v. 
Gilbert^ 596 


COMPOUNDING  A  MISDE- 
MEANOR. 

Securities  given,  by  the  plaintiff,  to 
prevent  a  prosecution  for  cheating 
at  cards,  decreed  to  be  delivered 
up.  [Oshaldiston  v.  Simpson  and 
Others] 513 

CONDITIONS  OF  SALE. 

1 .  Conditions  of  sale  stipulated  that 
the  sale  should  be  completed  on  a 
certain  day;  and  that  objections 
to  the  title  not  made  within  21 
days  from  the  delivery  of  the  ab- 
stract, should  be  considered  as 
waived ;  and  that,  if  the  purchaser 
should  not  comply  with  the  condi- 
tions, his  deposit  should  be  for- 
feited, and  the  vendor  be  at  liberty 
to  resell  the  property.  The  pur- 
chaser did  not  deliver  his  objec- 
tions until  several  weeks  after  the 
expiration  of  the  21  days,  and  after 
the  day  appointed  for  completing 
the  purchase  :  the  vendor's  solici- 
tor, however,  received  them,  and 
entered  into  a  long  correspondence 
with  the  purchaser  on  the  subject 
of  them,  but  without  coming  to  a 
satisfactory  conclusion.  Finally, 
the  vendor  resold  the  property  (but 
at  a  less  price),  notwithstanding 
the  purchaser  protested  against  the 
resale,  and  gave  notice,  to  the 
vendor,  of  his  intention  to  file  a 
bill  to  enforce  the  contract.  About 
six  months  afterwards  he  filed  his 
bill,  making  the  auctioneer  and 
the  purchaser  at  the  resale,  to 
whom  he  had,  some  months  be- 
fore, given  notice  of  his  prior  con- 
tract, co-defendants  to  it.  The 
Court  held  that  the  benefit  of  the 
conditions  had  been  waived  by  the 
vendor's  solicitor,  and  decreed  a 
specific  performance,  with  a  refer- 
ence   to   the   Master  as    to    title. 
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and  dismissed  the  bill,  with  costs, 
as  against  the  auctioneer,  because 
he  denied  that  he  had  ever  in- 
tended to  part  with  the  deposit, 
and,  without  costs  as  against  the 
purchaser  at  the  resale,  who  claim- 
ed the  benefit  of  his  contract  if  the 
Court  should  think  that  the  plain- 
tiff's ought  not  to  be  performed. 
[Cutis  V.  Tkodey]  -  -  -  206 
2.  Where  objections  to  title  are  to  be 
considered  as  waived,  unless  made 
within  a  certain  time  after  the  de- 
livery of  the  abstract:  Qu.  whe- 
ther that  condition  can  be  insisted 
on,  if  the  abstract  is  very  defective. 
[Ibid.] 

CONSANGIINITY. 

See  Nearest  of  Blood. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

1 .  Pending  a  suit  for  tithes,  between 
a  rector  and  an  occupier  (in  which 
the  latter  ^et  up  a  modus),  the 
Tithe-commutation  Act  passed ; 
and,  in  the  course  of  the  proceed- 
ings under  it,  an  action  was  brought, 
in  pursuance  of  one  of  its  enact- 
ments, by  the  rector  against  the 
landowner,  in  order  to  try  the  va- 
lidity of  the  modus.  At  the  trial, 
a  verdict  was  found  against  the 
modus.  Held  that  the  verdict  was 
admissible  as  evidence  against  the 
occupier,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  rector  was  entitled  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  putting  the  proceedings  at  law 
in  issue  in  his  suit  against  the  oc- 
cupier ;  and  that  too  notwithstand- 
ing the  Act  enacts  that  nothing 
therein  contained  shall  affect  the 
right  to  any  tithes  become  due  be- 
fore the  commutation.  [Morris  v. 
Ems2 I 

2.  Testatrix  gave,  to  the  eldest  son  of 


her  daughter  who  should  be  living 
at  her  own  decease,  ten  guineas, 
and  added  that  she  left   him   no 
larger  sum,  because  he  would  have 
a  handsome  provision  from  the  es- 
tate of  her  late  husband  and  the 
estate  of  his  own  father  (who  was 
still  alive) :  and  she  gave  the  resi- 
due of  her  property  to  all  the  chil- 
dren of  her  daughter,  except  the 
daughter's  eldest  son,  or  such  of 
her  sons  as,  by  the  death  of  an 
elder  brother,   should    become  an 
eldest  son,  equally  to  be  divided 
amongst  them  when  the  youngest 
should  attain  21.     The  daughter's 
eldest  son  was  provided  for  in  the 
manner  mentioned ;    but  he  died 
before  the  youngest  child  attained 
21,  and  the  provision  did  not  de- 
volve upon  the  daughter's  second 
son.     Held,  nevertheless,  that  the 
latter  was  excluded  from  partici- 
pating in  the  residue.     [Livesey  y. 
Livesey]      ------     33 

3.  Testator  directed  his  trustees  to 
sell  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
and  to  pay  the  interest  of  the  pro- 
ceeds to  his  daughter  for  life,  and, 
after  her  death,  to  assign  the  prin- 
cipal and  the  parts  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate  remaining  unsold 
(if  any)  to  her  children,  when  they 
should  attain  2 1 ;  and,  if  his  daugh- 
ter should  die  without  leaving  issue, 
or  leaving  issue,  all  of  them  should 
die  under  21  and  without  issue, 
then  to  assign  the  proceeds  and 
the  parts  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  remaining  unsold  (if  any)  to 
his  personal  representatives,  his, 
her  or  their  heirs,  executors,  admi- 
nistrators and  assigns.  The  daugh- 
ter, who  was  the  testator's  next  of 
kin  at  his  death,  died  without  hav- 
ing had  a  child.  Held  that,  by 
"  issue,"  the  testator  meant  "  chil- 
dren ;"  and  that  the  persons  who 
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were  his  next  of  kin  at  his  daugh- 
ter's death f  were  entitled  under  the 
ultimate  trust.   [Minter  v.  ff^raith] 

52 

4.  Testator  bequeathed  his  residuary 
estate  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay 
the  interest  to  his  niece  for  life, 
and  directed,  that,  after  her  death, 
the  trustees  should  pay,  apply > 
transfer  and  dispose  of  the  residue 
amongst  her  children,  equally  to 
be  divided  between  them,  share 
and  share  alike,  to  be  paid  to  sons 
at  21,  and,  to  daughters,  at  that 
age  or  on  their  marriage :  and  he 
empowered  the  trustees,  after  his 
niece's  decease  or  in  her  lifetime, 
with  her  consent,  to  rabe,  pay 
and  apply,  for  the  preferment  and 
advancement  of  any  of  her  chil- 
dren, all  or  any  part  of  their  pre- 
sumptive portions  under  the  trusts 
aforesaid.  Held  that  there  was  no 
giflt  to  the  children  except  in  the 
direction  to  pay  to  them,  and,  there- 
fore, their  portions  did  not  vest  in 
them  until  such  of  them  as  were 
sons,  attained  21 ,  and  such  of  them 
as  were  daughters,  either  attained 
that  age  or  married.  [Chevaux  v. 
AisLabie] 71 

5,  Testator  devised  his  estates  to  trus- 
tees, in  trust  to  settle  and  convey 
the  same  to  the  use  of  or  in  trust 
for  G.  R.  (who  had  then  no  issue) 
for  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  with  remainder  to  his  issue 
in  tail  male,  in  strict  settlement. 
Held  that  the  words  **  in  tail  male  ** 
were  descriptive,  not  of  the  issue, 
but  of  the  interest  that  they  were 
to  have :  and  that  the  estates  ought 
to  be  settled  on  G.  R.  for  life,  with- 
out impeachment,  &c.,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  sons,  successively, 
in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his 
daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in 
tail  male,  with  cross  remainders  in 


tail  male.     [  Trevor  v.  Trevor] 

108 

6.  Testator  directed  a  settlement  to 
be  made  of  his  estates,  and  a  power 
to  be  inserted  in  it,  enabling  the 
tenant  for  life  to  jointure  any  wife 
or  wives,  at  one  or  several  times, 
to  the  extent  of  one-fifth  part  of 
the  then  ordinary  annual  rental  of 
the  estates.  Held  that  the  settle- 
ment ought  to  authorize  the  tenant 
for  life  to  charge  the  estates  with 
a  clear  yearly  rent-charge,  not  ex- 
ceeding one  fifth  of  the  yearly  rent 
of  the  estates  payable  at  the  time 
of  creating  the  charge.     [Ibid,"] 

7.  Testator  made  two  wills,  one  of 
his  estates  in  Sussex,  and  the  other 
of  his  estates  in  Bedfordshire.  By 
the  latter,  he  devised  those  estates 
to  trustees,  in  trust  to  settle  them 
on  G.  R.  (who  was  heir  to  the  ba- 
rony of  D.)  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  issue  in  tail  male,  in  strict 
settlement :  '*  Upon  the  like  con- 
dition to  that  1  have  made  in  my 
will  of  my  Sussex  estates,  so  fiajr 
as  the  change  of  circumstances  will 
permit,  that  the  said  estates  shall 
go  over  to  the  party  next  entitled, 
on  the  person  for  the  time  being 
possessed,  becoming  entitled  to  the 
barony  of  D.'*  Held,  regard  being 
had  to  the  will  of  the  Sussex  es- 
tates, that  the  succession  of  a  child 
or  any  male  issue  of  a  child  of 
G.  R.  to  the  barony,  ought  not  to 
exclude  that  child,  or  his  issue 
male,  from  the  enjoyment  of  the 
Bedfordshire  estates,  unless  some 
other  child,  or  the  issue  male  of 
some  other  child  of  G.  R.  were  in 
existence,  to  whom  those  estates 
might  go  over.     [/6uf.] 

8.  Testator  directed  his  estates  to  be 
settled  on  G.  R.  for  lifo;  with  re- 
mainder to  his  issue  in  tail  male, 
in  strict  settlement;  upon  condi- 
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lion  that  all  peraonB  from  time  to 
time  to  come  into  possession  of  the 
estates  should  take  and  use  his  name 
and  arms.  Held  that  the  estates 
ought  to  he  settled  on  G.  R.  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  sons 
successively  in  tail  male,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  daughters  as  tenants 
in  conmion  in  tail  male,  with  cross- 
remainders  in  tail  male :  and  that 
the  proviso  to  be  inserted  in  the 
settlement,  as  to  taking  the  name 
and  arms,  and  for  giving  over  the 
estates  on  default,  ought  to  be  so 
expressed,  as  to  take  away  the  es- 
tates  from  the  defaulting  party  and 
his  descendants  only :  that  is,  if  a 
grandson  of  G.  R.  were  the  de- 
faulting party,  the  consequence 
ought  not  to  extend  to  his  younger  ! 
brother.     [Ilnd.] 

9.  Testator  bequeathed  his  residue  to  I 
his  first  cousins,  the  children  of  his 
father's  brother,  of  the  name  of  C.  j 
The  testator's  father  had  two  bro-  ' 
thers  of  the  name  of  C. ;  both  of  | 
whom  had  left  children.   Held  that 
the  bequest  was  not  void  for  un- 
certainty ;  but  that  the  children  of 
both  the  brothers  were  entitled  to 
share  in  the   residue.      [Hare  v. 
Cartridge] 165 

10.  A.  being  tenant  for  life  of  an  es-  ' 
tate,  with  remainder  to  his  sons,  \ 
successively,  in  tail  male,  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  B.,  by 
which  it  was  stipulated  that  A. 
should  procure  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment to  enable  him  to  sell  the  es- 
tate to  B. ;  and  that  B.  should  bear 
all  the  expenses  incident  to  and 
consequent  upon  his  proposal  to 
purchase  the  estate,  together  with 
the  expense  of  obtaining  the  Act, 
of  preparing  the  abstract  and  show- 
ing a  title  to  the  estate,  and  of  and 
about  making  and  completing  the 


sale  and  conveyance  to  him,  toge- 
ther with  the  expense  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  all  other  expenses  what- 
soever of  A.,  in  consequence  of  the 
sale,  or  arising  out  of  or  in  anywise 
relating  thereto,  or  to  the  proposal 
of  B.  A.  accordingly  obtained  an 
Act  fo  the  sale  of  the  estate  to 
B.,  which  directed  the  purchase- 
money  to  be  invested  in  lands  to 
be  settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the 
estate  stood  limited  to.  Held  that 
B.  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses of  the  investment.  [In  re 
London  Bridge  Acts]     -     -     180 

11.  By  a  marriage  settlement,  1 ,500/. 
and  2,700/.  stock,  of  which  the 
lady  was  possessed,  were  settled  in 
trust  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
remainder  in  trust  for  her  intended 
husband  for  life,  and  after  his  death 
as  the  wife  should  appoint  by  will : 
and  the  intended  husband  cove- 
nanted that,  if  the  marriage  should 
take  effect,  he  would,  as  often  as 
occasion  should  require,  join  with 
his  wife,  in  doing  all  necessary 
acts  for  assigning,  to  the  trustees, 
all  the  property  to  which  his  wife 
should  become  entitled  during  the 
coverture,  upon  the  trusts  declared 
of  the  1,500/.  and  2,700/.  stock. 
At  the  date  of  the  settlement,  the 
wife  had  an  absolute  vested  interest 
in  1,935/.  stock,  expectant  on  her 
father's  death,  but  it  was  not  men- 
tioned in  the  settlement.  During 
the  marriage,  the  husband  became 
bankrupt,  and  then  the  wife's  fa- 
ther died.  Held  that  the  1,935/. 
stock  did  not  belong  to  the  hus- 
band's assignee  as  part  of  his  es- 
tate, but  was  bound  by  his  cove- 
nant, as  being  property  to  which 
the  wife  would  become  entitled 
during  the  coverture.  [Big the  v. 
Granville  and  Others]   •     -     190 

12.  Where  the  tenant  for  life  is  a 
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married  woman,  whose  husband 
has  been  convicted  of  felony,  the 
Court  of  Chancery  is  the  protector 
of  the  settlement,  though  the  life 
estate  is  not  her  separate  property. 
[/«  re  Waineright]  -     -     -     260 

13.  The  discretion  given,  to  the 
Court,  by  the  4 1  st  Order  of  August 
1841,  as  to  the  costs  of  a  cross- 
bill of  discovery,  can  not  be  exer- 
cised before  the  hearing  of  the  ori- 
ginal suit,  although  the  plaintiff 
in  it  dismisses  his  bill  immediately 
after  putting  in  his  answer  to  the 
cross-bill.  [Skipworth  v.  West- 
Jield] 265 

14.  Testatrix  bequeathed  the  residue 
of  her  funded  property,  in  trust  for 
her  niece  for  life,  and,  after  her 
death,  to  be  equally  divided 
amongst  all  her  children,  whether 
sons  or  daughters,  share  and  share 
alike:  in  case  it  should  happen 
that  there  was  but  one  child  at  the 
niece's  death,  then  to  go  to  that 
one  only  child  :  and  in  case  of  fai- 
lure of  issue,  to  go  as  the  niece 
should  appoint  by  her  will.  The 
niece  had  eleven  children:  three 
of  whom  died  in  her  lifetime.  Held 
that  all  the  children  took  vested  in- 
terests, and  as  more  than  one  sur- 
vived their  mother,  there  was  no 
divesting  of  interests.  [Temple^ 
man  v.  Warrington]  -     -     -     267 

15.  Testatrix  bequeathed  a  leasehold 
house  and  3,000  /.  stock  to  trustees, 
in  trust  to  permit  her  daughter 
to  receive  the  rents  and  interest 
for  life,  for  her  separate  use  ; 
and,  from  and  inmiediately  after 
her  daughter's  decease,  she  gave 
the  rents  and  interest  to  the  heirs 
of  the  body  of  her  daughter  law- 
fully begotten  :  but,  in  case  her 
daughter  should  happen  to  die 
without  leaving  any  lawful  issue 
liiing  at  the  time  of  her  decease, 


she  gave  the  house  and  the  stock 
over.  Held  that  the  dau^thter  took 
the  property  absolutely.  [The  Earl 
of  Verulam  v.  Bathurst      -     374 

16.  Testator  devised  all  his  real  es- 
tates to  trustees ;  as  to  inn  freehold 
messuage,  farm,  lands  and  heredi- 
ditaments  in  the  county  of  B.,  in 
trust  for  C.  The  testator  had  a 
farm  in  that  county,  consisting  of  a 
messuage,  and  116  acres  of  land, 
of  which  the  messuage  and  the 
greater  part  of  the  land,  were  free- 
hold, and  the  other  parts  leasehold, 
for  long  terms  of  years  at  pepper- 
corn rents ;  and  they  were  inter- 
spersed with  and  undistinguishable 
from  the  freehold  part,  and  had 
been  demised  therewith  as  one 
farm,  at  one,  entire  rent,  and  the 
testator  had  always  treated  and 
dealt  with  them  as  freehold.  Held, 
nevertheless,  that  the  leasehold 
parts  were  not  comprised  in  the 
trust.     [Stone  v.  Greening]       390 

17.  Testator  bequeathed  his  residue 
to  trustees,  in  trust  for  J.  F.  for 
life,  and,  after  her  death,  for  her 
children :  but  in  case  J.  F.  should 
survive  her  mother,  and  die  with- 
out having  had  lawful  issue,  then 
in  trust  for  the  brothers  and  sisters 
of  J.C.  But  in  case  J.  F.  should 
die  in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother 
without  lawful  issue,  then  the  tes- 
tator directed  the  trustees  to  retain, 
out  of  the  residue,  sufficient  to  pro- 
dace  150/.  a  year,  and  to  pay  the 
annual  produce  to  the  mother  for 
life ;  and,  after  her  decease,  he 
gave  the  princijml  so  to  be  retained 
to  the  person  or  persons  who  would 
be  entitled  thereto  in  case  J,  F. 
had  survived  her  mother  and  died 
without  lawful  issue,  J.  F.  died 
without  issue  in  her  mother's  life- 
time. Held  that  the  whole  of  the 
residue!  except  the  fund  for  paying 
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t)ie   annuity,    was   undisposed  of. 
[Clarke  v.  Butler]     ...     401 

18.  A  testator  having  three  and  a 
half  per  cents.,  East  India  stock, 
Danish  bonds,  and  other  property, 
bequeathed  to  his  wife,  during  her 
widowhood,  the  interest  of  all  the 
money  he  had  or  might  possess  in 
the  funds  or  other  securities : 
"And  I  further  bequeath,  to  my 
wife,  the  interest  of  any  other  pro- 
perty I  do  or  may  possess,  to  be 
enjoyed  by  her  so  long  as  she  re- 
mains single.*'  Held  that  the  testa- 
tor's widow  was  entitled,  as  against 
the  residuary  legatees,  to  enjoy,  in 
specie,  every  portion  of  her  hus- 
band's property  which  came  within 
the  description  of  money  in  the 
funds  or  other  property,  and,  con- 
sequently, his  three  and  a  half  per 
cents.  East  India^stock  and  Danish 
bonds.     [Oakes  v.  Strackey]    414 

19.  Testator  bequeathed  10,000/.  in 
trust  for  his  son,  J.  L.  J.,  for  life, 
remainder  in  trust  for  the  children 
of  J.  L.  J.,  when  and  as  they  should 
attain  twenty-one,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and,  if  any  of  them  should 
die  before  their  shares  became  pay^ 
able,  leaving  issue,  their  shares  to 
be  paid  to  their  issue ;  but,  if  any 
of  them  should  die  before  their 
shares  became  payable  leaving  no 
issue,  their  shares  to  be  paid  to  the 
survivors,  at  the  same  time  as  their 
original  shares  should  become  pay- 
able ;  and,  if  J.  L.  J.  should  have 
no  child,  or,  having  such,  they 
should  all  die  under  age  and  with' 
out  issue,  then  the  trust  fund  to 
sink  into  the  residue ;  which  the 
testator  gave  to  two  of  his  other 
children.  J.  L.  J.  had  four  children, 
all  of  whom  attained  twenty-one. 
One  of  them  died,  in  his  lifetime, 
without  issue.  Held  that "  payable" 
meant  attain  twenty-one,  and  con- 


sequently that  one-fourth  of  the 
fund,  vested  in  the  deceased  child. 
[Jones  V.  Jones]  -     -     -     -     661 

20.  A  testatrix,  in  her  will,  used  the 
following  expression :  ''  Observing 
that  F.  Beales  and  his  family  are 
my  residuary  legatees  for  all  but 
cash  or  monies  so  called."  F. 
Beales  had  nine  children  living  at 
the  date  of  the  will  and  at  the  tes- 
tatrix's death,  and  the  testatrix 
died  possessed  of  a  promissory  note 
payable  to  herself  or  order,  some 
long  annuities,  Columbian  bonds 
and  money  in  her  house  and  at  her 
banker's.  Held  that  by  "  Francis 
Beales  and  his  family,"  the  testa- 
trix meant  Francis  Beales  and  his 
children,  and  that  they  took  the 
note,  annuities  and  bonds,  as  joint- 
tenants,  those  articles  being  neither 
cash  nor  monies  so  called.  [Beales 
V.  CrUford] 592 

21.  Testator  directed  one-half  of  the 
interest  of  his  residue  to  be  paid  to 
his  daughter  and  only  child,  and 
the  other  half  to  his  wife,  during 
their  joint  lives ;  and  that,  if  his 
daughter  survived  her  mother  or 
married  and  left  issue,  then  that 
the  whole  of  the  capital  should  be 
paid  to  her,  after  his  wife's  death ; 
but  if  she  died  first,  without  mar- 
rying or  leaving  issue,  then  that 
the  trustees  should  accumulate  the 
interest  of  the  residue  so  far  as  it 
was  not  directed  to  be  paid  to  his 
wife,  and  that,  on  her  deaih,  one- 
half  of  the  capital  should  be  divided 
amongst  his  nearest  qfkin^  and  the 
other  half,  amongst  his  wife's  near- 
est of  kin.  The  daughter  was  the 
testator's  nearest  of  kin  at  his 
death.  She  died  a  spinster,  before 
her  mother.  At  the  mother's  death 
the  testator's  sister  was  his  nearest 
of  kin.  Held  that  by,  '*  my  near- 
est of  kin,"  the  testator  meant  his 
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nearest  of  kin  at  his  own  death, 
and  not  at  the  death  of  his  wife  ; 
and,  consequently, that  the  personal 
representative  of  his  daughter,  and 
not  his  sister,  was  entitled  to  one 
moiety  of  the  residue.  [Urquhart 
V.  Urquhart]  -     -     -     -     -     613 

22.  Testatrix  concluded  her  will  as 
follows :  "  My  house  in  Trevor- 
•quare,  I  g^ve  to  my  brother  as  re- 
siduary legatee  of  my  remaining 
property  for  the  benefit  of  his  chil- 
dren/' Held  that  the  brother  took 
the  residue,  as  well  as  the  house, 
in  trust  for  his  children.  Inder- 
wick  V.  Inderwick]    -     -     -     652 

See  Charity,  2.— Deed. — Exojje- 
RATiOK  OF  Personal  Estate. — 
Interest. — Legacy,  2.  4.  6,  7. 
10.— Nearest  op  Blood. — Pa- 
rent AND  Child. — Will,  19. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  3  &  4 
WILL.  4,  c.  74. 

1 .  Where  the  tenant  for  life  is  a  mar- 
ried woman,  whose  husband  has 
been  convicted  of  felony,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  is  the  protector  of  the 
settlement,  though  the  life  estate 
is  not  her  separate  property.  [In 
re  JVaineright]     -     -     -     -     260 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  3  &  4 
VICT.,  c.  55. 

2.  The  Court  is  functus  officio ,  when 
it  has  confirmed  the  Master's  re- 
port sanctioning  the  draining  of  a 
settled  estate  under  3  &  4  Vict, 
c.  55.  What  remains  to  be  done 
under  the  Act,  is  to  be  done  by  the 
Master  and  not  by  the  Court.  [Ex 
parte  Mills] 591 

CONSTRUCTION  OF 

5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76  ;  and  7  W.  4  & 

1  VICT.,  c.  26,  SECT.  27. 

See  D  ebt. — Po  m  er ,  1 . 


CONTEMPT. 


1 .  A  habeas  corpus  issued  to  bring  np 
the  body  of  a  ward  of  Court  who 
had  been  taken  in  execution  in  an 
action  by  a  tradesman,  for  neces- 
saries ;  and  the  tradesman  was  or- 
dered to  attend  at  the  bar  of  the 
Court  at  the  same  time.  [Bond 
V.  Roberts] 400 

2.  It  is  a  breach  of  an  injunction  to 
stay  trial,  to  obtain  an  order  to 
change  the  venue  in  the  action. 
[Pariente  v.  Bensusan]  -     -     522 

CONVERSION. 
The  Common  Council  of  London  be- 
ing empowered,  by  a  local  Act  of 
Parliament,    to    take    a   freehold 
house,  belonging  to  A.,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Act,  at  the  expiration 
of  six  months  after  notice  given  of 
their  intention  to  take  the  same, 
served  A.  with  the  required  notice 
in  September  1840.     The  amount 
of  the  purchase-money  was  after- 
wards agreed  upon,  and  an  abstract 
of  A.'s  title  was  sent  to  the  Com- 
mon Council.     In  April  1841,  he 
died,  having  by  his  will,  dated  in 
1 837,  devised  his  real  estate  to  B. 
and  his  residuary  personal  estate 
to  C.      Held  that  the  purchase- 
money  (which,  after  A.'s   death, 
was  paid  into  Court,  under  the  Act) 
was  to  be  considered  not  as  part  of 
his  real,  but  as  part  of  his  personal 
estate,  and  that,  all  his  debts  &c. 
having  been  paid,  it  belonged   to 
his  residuary  legatee.     [Ex  parte 
Hawkins]  ------     569 

See  Revocation,  2. 

CORPORATION. 
See  Debt. 

COSTS. 
I .  If  an  estate  is  devised  to  A.  and 
his  heirs  upon  certain  trusts ;  A. 


INDEX. 


669 


ought  not  devise  the  estate,  but 
ought  to  let  it  descend  to  his  heir. 
If  he  devises  it,  his  assets  ought  to 
bear  the  costs  of  getting  the  legal 
estate  out  of  his  devisee.  [Cooke 
V.  Crawford]    -----     91 

2.  A.  filed  an  original  bill  against  B., 
and  B.  filed  a  cross-bill  against  A. 
and  others.  They  all  moved  that 
B.  might  give  security  for  the  costs 
of  the  cross-suit.  Motion  refused. 
But  leave  was  given  to  the  co-de- 
fendants with  A.,  who  were  not  par- 
ties to  the  original  suit,  to  move 
that  B.  might  give  security  for  the 
costs  of  the  cross^suit.  [Sloggett 
V.  Viant] 187 

3.  A  married  lady  filed  a  bill  against 
her  husband  (who  had  become 
bankrupt)  and  his  assignee,  alleg- 
ing that  a  sum  of  stock  which  had 
fallen  into  possession  after  the 
bankruptcy,  was  subject,  under  the 
circumstances  stated  in  the  bill,  to 
the  trusts  of  her  settlement,  and 
did  not  belong  to  the  assigpiee. 
The  assignee  submitted  the  ques- 
tion to  the  Court.  The  Court  de- 
cided that  the  fund  was  subject  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement ;  and 
refused  to  give  the  assignee  his 
costs;  as  he  ought  to  have  dis- 
claimed.    [Blythe  v.  Granville] 

190 

4.  In  a  suit  for  administering  a  tes- 
tator's estate,  a  legacy  was  claimed 
by  two  legatees,  adversely  to  each 
other.  Held  that,  as  the  question 
arose  on  the  testator's  will,  the 
costs  must  be  borne  by  his  estate, 
and  not  by  the  legacy.  [Wilson 
v.  Squire] 212 

See  CoNDiTiOKS  or  Sale. 

COVENANT. 
1.  A  lease  of  mines  contained  a  co- 
venant that,  if  the  lessor  should, 


at  any  time  before  the  expiration 
or  determination  of  the  lease,  give 
notice,  in  writing,  to  the  lessee,  of 
his  desire  to  take  all  or  any  part 
of  the  machinery,  stock  in  trade, 
implements  &c.  in  or  about  the 
mines,  then  the  lessee  would,  at 
the  expiration  of  the  lease,  deliver 
the  articles  specified  in  the  notice, 
to  the  lessor,  on  his  paying  the 
value  of  them,  such  value  to  be 
ascertained  in  the  manner  therein 
mentioned.  Held  that  the  covenant 
was  so  injurious  and  oppressive,  to 
the  lessee,  that  the  Court  ought 
not  to  enforce  it,  or  to  grant  an 
injunction  to  prevent  a  breach  of 
it.     [Talbot  V.  Ford]     -     -     173 

2.  A.,  an  owner  of  land  in  the  town- 
ship of  S.,  entered  into  articles  of 
agreement  with  B.,  the  lessee  of  a 
neighbouring  colliery,  by  which  he 
agreed  to  grant  to  B.  a  lease  of 
part  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
forming  a  railway  for  the  convey- 
ance of  coal  to  certain  wharfs; 
and  B.,  for  himself,  his  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  agreed 
with  A.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to 
convey,  upon  the  railway,  all  the 
coal  to  be  gotten  from  the  colliery 
or  from  any  other  lands  or  grounds 
in  the  township,  and  to  pay  to  A., 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  twopence  for 
every  ton  of  coal  so  conveyed.  B. 
assigned  his  interest  in  the  colliery, 
and  in  the  lands  taken,  under  the 
articles  of  agreement,  for  forming 
the  railway,  together  with  the  use 
of  the  railway,  to  C.  Held  that 
the  agreement  to  convey,  upon  the 
railway,  all  the  coal  &c.,  and  to 
pay  two  pence  per  ton  in  respect 
of  it,  ran  with  the  land,  and,  con- 
sequently, that  the  agreement  was 
binding  on  C.  [Hemingway  v. 
Femandes]      •    .    .    •    .    228 

3.  Equity  will  interfere  in  the  case 


670 


INDEX. 


of  a  breach  of  covenant,  notwith- 
standing the  covenantee  might  not 
have  recovered  damages  for  it,  at 
law.  [Elliott  v.  Turner]  -  477 
4.  Equity  will  not  relieve  against  a 
breach  of  covenant,  unless  the  pay- 
ment of  money  will  be  an  adequate 
compensation  for  it.  [Ibid.] 
See  Construction,  II. 

COVENANTS  FOR  TITLE. 

1.  Estates  were  devised  to  A.  for 
life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  re- 
mainder tu  his  sons  successively 
in  tail  male.  A.  and  B.,  during 
the  infancy  of  B.*s  eldest  son,  ob- 
tained an  Act  of  Parliament,  vest- 
ing the  estates  in  trustees  in  trust 
to  sell.  Held  that  A.  and  B.  must 
covenant,  with  the  purchaser,  for 
the  title.  [In  re  London  Bridge 
Acts] 176 

2*  If  settled  estates  are  sold  under  a 
power  to  sell  them  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  tenant  for  life,  he  must 
covenant  for  the  title.    [Ibid.] 

CROSSCAUSE. 

See  Costs,  2. 

DEBENTURE  CIlEDITORS. 

The  Deptford  Pier  Company,  under  the 
powers  of  their  Act  of  Parliament, 
issued  debentures  by  which  they 
mortgaged  their  tolls  to  persons 
who  had  lent  them  money  for  the 
purposes  of  their  undertaking.  Two 
creditors  of  the  company,  who  held 
no  security  on  the  tolls,  recovered 
judgments,  in  actions  against  the 
company  (which  were  undefended), 
for  the  debts  due  to  them.  Where- 
upon the  debenture-creditors  filed 
a  bill  against  them  and  the  com- 
pany, alleging  that  they  themselves 
had  the  first  charge  on  the  lands  of 
the  company,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 


in  the  actions,  wh  ocoUuded  with 
the  directors  of  the  company,  in- 
tended to  sue  out  €  legits  and  to 
take  possession  of  the  lands  of  the 
company ;  and  praying  for  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  them  from  so 
doing,  and  for  a  receiver  of  the 
tolls.  A  demurrer  to  the  bill,  for 
want  of  equity,  was  allowed. 
[Perkins  v.  Deptford  Pier  Com- 
pany] 277 

DEBT. 

1.  The  corporation  of  Lichfield,  con- 
stituted under  the  Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act,  5  &6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
borrowed  200/.  of  M.  to  enable 
them  to  pay  L.  their  then  treasurer, 
sums  which  he  had  paid,  to  cre- 
ditors of  the  old  corporation,  and 
gave  M.  their  promissory  note  for 
the  200/.  They  did  not,  how- 
ever,  pay  over  that  sum  to  L.,  but 
suffered  him  to  receive  their  then 
accruing  income  in  reduction  of 
what  was  due  to  him,  and  applied 
the  200/.  to  purposes  to  which  the 
income  would  otherwise  have  been 
applicable.  Held  that  the  corpo- 
ration had  no  authority  to  give  the 
promissory  note,  as  it  wajs  not 
given  to  secure  a  debt  due  prior  to 
the  passing  of  the  5th  &  6th  Will. 
4,  c.  76.  [The  Attorney -General 
V.  The  Corporation  of  Lichfield] 

547 

See  Assets. — Debtor  ani> 
Creditor. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

On  a  petition^  by  a  judgpnent  cre- 
ditor of  a  party  to  a  suit,  who  had 
obtained  a  charging  order  on  a 
fund  in  Court  to  which  the  party 
was  entitled,  the  Court  refused  to 

'  order  the  fund  to  be  paid,  to  the 
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petitioner,  without  the  party^s  con- 
sent.    [Whitfield  v.    Prickett] 

259 

DEED. 

A  marriage  settlement,  after  reciting 
that  it  had  been  agreed  that  a  cot- 
tage &c,  (which  the  husband  held 
for  the  remainder  of  a  term  of 
2,000  years)  should  be  settled  on 
the  husband  for  life,  and,  after  his 
decease,  on  the  wife  for  life,  by 
way  of  jointure,  and,  after  their 
several  deceases,  on  the  issue  of 
the  marriage,  and,  in  default  of 
issue,  on  W.  C.  and  his  heirs,  exe* 
cutors  &c.,  assigned  the  cottage 
to  a  trustee,  for  the  remainder  of 
the  term,  in  trust  to  permit  the 
husband  to  receive  the  rents  for  so 
many  years  of  the  term  as  should 
expire  in  his  lifetime,  and,  after 
his  decease,  in  trust  to  permit  the 
wife  to  receive  the  rents  during 
her  natural  life,  and,  after  their 
several  deceases,  to  permit  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  husband 
begotten  on  the  body  of  the  wife 
to  receive  the  rents,  for  so  many 
years  of  the  term  as  should  expire 
in  the  life  or  lives  of  him,  her  or 
them  respectively,  and,  after  the 
several  deceases  of  the  husband 
and  wife,  and  in  default  of  issue 
of  the  body  of  the  husband  and 
wife  as  before  limited,  to  permit 
W.  C,  his  heirs,  executors  &c., 
to  receive  the  rents  for  all  the  re- 
sidue of  the  term.  Held  that,  under 
the  first  limitation,  the  term  vested 
in  the  husband  absolutely.  [Bart- 
lett  V.Green]  -  -  -  -  218 
See  Heir  ^y-p  Executor. — Inte- 
rest.—-Jurisdiction,  2. 

DEFENDANT. 

On  the  5th  of  December  1839,  an 
Vol.  XIII. 


information  relating  to  a  free- 
school,  to  which  the  master  and 
usher  were  two  of  the  defendants, 
was  heard,  but  judgment  was  re- 
served. Shortly  afterwards,  the 
master  and  usher  resigned,  and  a 
new  master  and  usher  were  ap- 
pointed. In  November  1 840  judg- 
ment was  pronounced,  but  the 
•decree  was  not  drawn  up.  In  March 
following,  an  original  information 
in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental 
one,  was  filed  against  the  new 
master  and  usher,  praying  the  same 
relief  against  them  as  was  prayed 
by  the  former  information,  and  as 
the  informant  would  have  been 
entitled  to  against  their  predeces- 
sors. In  May  following,  the  minutes 
of  the  decree  on  the  prior  informa- 
tion, were  finally  settled ;  and  under 
an  order,  to  which  the  new  master 
and  usher  were  not  parties,  the 
decree  was  dated  the  5th  of  De- 
cember 1839.  In  January  1842 
the  new  master  and  usher  put  in 
their  answer,  stating  new  matter, 
in  order  to  show  that  the  relieif 
prayed  by  the  information  against 
them,  ought  not  to  be  granted. 
Held  that  they  were  at  liberty  so 
to  do ;  and,  consequently,  that 
their  answer  was  not  impertinent. 
[Attorney-General  y.  Foster]  282 
iSiec  Costs,  3. — Pleading,  1,  2. — 
Practice,  2. 

DELIVERY  UP  OF  VOID 

INSTRUMENT. 

See  Jurisdiction,  2. 

DEMURRER. 
The  plaintiff  amended  his  bill,  after 
the  defendant  had  answered  it. 
The  amendments  changed  the  na- 
ture of  the  case.  Held  that  the 
defendant  might  demur  to  the 
amended  bill,  although  he  had  an- 
z  z 
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swered  that  which  was  part  of  the 
formal  groundwork  hoth  of  the  new 
and  of  the  original  case.  [Cresy 
V   Beavan]       .     -     -     -     -     354 

See  Jurisdiction,  2. 

DEVISEE  AND  EXECUTOR. 

The  Common  Council  of  London 
being  empowered,  by  a  local  Act 
of  Parliament,  to  take  a  freehold 
house,  belonging  to  A-,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Act,  at  the  expira- 
tion of  six  months  after  notice 
given  of  their  intention  to  take  the 
same,  served  A.  with  the  required 
notice  in  September  1840.  The 
amount  of  the  purchase-money 
was  afterwards  agreed  upon,  and 
an  abstract  of  A.'s  title  was  sent 
to  the  Common  Council.  In  April 
1841,  he  died,  having  by  his  will, 
dated  in  1837,  devised  his  real 
estate  to  B.  and  his  residuary  per- 
sonal estate  to  C.  Held  that  the 
purchase^money  (which,  after  A.'s 
death,  was  paid  into  Court  under 
tlie  Act)  was  to  be  considered  not 
as  part  of  his  real,  but  as  part  of 
his  personal  estate,  and  that,  all 
his  debts  &c.  having  been  paid,  it 
belonged  to  his  residuary  legatee. 
[Ex  parte  Hawkins]       -     -     569 

DISCHARGE. 

A.  agreed  that  a  legacy  given  to  his 
wife,  should  be  set  off  against  a 
sum  of  the  same  amount,  which  he 
owed,  to  the  testator,  on  his  pro- 
missory note  ;  and  he  and  his  wife, 
signed  a  receipt  for  the  legacy; 
but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  exe- 
cutors had  delivered  up  the  note  to 
him.  A.,  afterwards,  died,  leaving 
his  wife  surviving.  Held  that  she 
was  entitled  to  be  paid  the  legacy, 
no  release  having  been  given  for  it 


by   her    husband. 
Andrews]  -    -     • 


[Harrison   v. 
...     595 


DISCOVERY. 
See  Bill  of  Discovery. 

DISMMISSAL. 
See  New  Orders,  7,  8. 

DISSOLUTION  OF  PART- 
NERSHIP. 

The  affairs  of  a  partnership  being 
embarrassed,  and  daily  growing 
worse,  the  Court,  on  motion,  ap- 
pointed a  person  to  sell  the  busi- 
ness and  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the 
partnership.  [Bailey  v.  Ford]  495 
See  Joint-Stock  Compaky. 

DOMICILE. 

1.  A  British  subject  went  to  settle  in 
France,  in  1762,  and  afterwards 
purchased  an  estate,  and  became 
naturalized  there.  In  1791  he  left 
France,  and  came  to  England,  in 
consequence  of  the  French  Revo* 
lution,  and,  shortly  afterwards,  his 
property  was  confiscated  by  the 
revolutionary  government.  In  Ja- 
nuary 1802  he  made  a  will  in  Lon- 
don, by  which  he  left  his  property 
partly  to  a  charity  in  Ireland,  and 
partly  to  individuals  resident  in 
England,  and  appointed  one  of 
those  individuals  his  executor.  In 
April  1802  emigrants  were  per- 
mitted to  return  to  France,  and, 
soon  afterwards,  he  returned  to  that 
country.  In  1804,  he  made  a  will, 
in  Paris,  in  which  he  stated  that  he 
was  born  at  Waterford,  and  had 
come  to  France  to  obtain  restitution 
of  his  estate  ;  and,  after  referring 
to  his  former  will  (which  he  had 
mislaid  in  London),  he  recapitu- 
lated,    very   nearly,  its   contents. 
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and  concluded  by  expressly  con- 
firming it.  He  died  in  Pans  in 
1806,  and  his  two  testamentary 
papers  were  proved  both  in  France 
and  in  England.  Under  the  treaty 
of  peace  between  England  and 
France  in  1815,  a  large  sum  of 
French  stock  was  set  apart  by  the 
then  French  Government,  for  the 
purpose  of  compensating  British 
subjects  whose  property  had  been 
conficated  by  the  revolutionary  go- 
vernment, and  part  of  that  sum  was 
awarded,  by  conmiissioners  ap- 
pointed by  the  British  Government, 
to  the  testator's  executors,  for  the 
loss  of  the  testator's  property  in 
France.  The  commissioners,  under 
the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
sold  the  stock  so  awarded,  and 
paid  the  proceeds  into  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  Held  that  the  testator 
was  domiciled  in  France  at  his 
death,  and  that  the  fund  in  Court 
was  not  subject  to  legacy  duty. 
[The  Commissioners  of  Charitable 
Donations  and  Bequests  in  Ireland 
V.  Devereux]  -  •  -  -  -  14 
2.  A  native  of  Scotland  died  domi- 
ciled in  Demerara,  having  personal 
property  in  Scotland,  and  having 
left  legacies  to  persons  in  that 
country.  Held  that  the  legacies 
were  not  liable  to  legacy  duty. 
[Thompson  v.  The  Advocate-Gene- 
ral]  153 

DRAINING  SETTLED 
ESTATES. 

See  Construction  of  3  &  4  Vict. 
c.  55. 

ELDEST  SON. 
See  Construction,  2. 

EVIDENCE. 
See  Construction,  1. 


EXCEPTIONS. 

An  order  for  setting  down  exceptions 
to  a  report  of  insufficiency  in  an  an- 
swer, if  served  after,  though  on  the 
same  day,  as  an  order  to  amend  and 
for  defendant  to  answer  the  amend- 
ments and  exceptions  together,  is 
irregular.     [Zulueta  v.  Ardouin] 

631 

EXECUTOR. 

If  an  executor  in  India  collects  part 
of  the  assets  there,  and  then  comes 
to  England,  and  has  the  remainder 

'  remitted  to  him,  by  his  agent,  he  is 
entitled  to  commission  on  that  part 
only  which  he  collected  in  India, 
[Campbell  v.  Campbell]      -     168 

See  Wilful  Neglect  or 
Default. 

EXECUTORY  LIMITATION. 

If  a  limitation  is  made  dependent  on 
the  happening  of  either  of  two 
events,  one  of  which  is  too  remote 
but  the  other  is  not,  it  will  take 
effect  if  the  latter  event  happens. 
[Minter  v.  JFraith]     -    -     -     52 

EXECUTORY  WILL. 

See  Construction,   5,  6,   7,  8.— 
Legacy,  9. 

EXONERATION  OF  PER- 
SONAL ESTATE. 

Testator,  after  giving  an  annuity  to 
his  wife,  devised  his  real  estates  to 
trustees  in  trust  to  pay  the  annuity 
thereout,  and  gave  his  wife  powers 
of  distress  and  entry  on  his  estates. 
He  then  devbed  his  estates  in 
strict  settlement,  subject,  express- 
ly, to  the  annuity  and  to  the  powers 
of  distress  and  entry.  Held  never- 
theless, taking  the  whole  of  the 
will  together,  that  the  testator's 
z  z  2 
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personal  estate  was  primarily  liable 
to  pay  the  annurty.  [Roberts  v. 
Eoberts] 336 

'*  family;* 

See  Will,  18. 

FINES  AND  RECOVERIES. 

Where  the  tenant  for  life  is  a  mar- 
ried woman,  whose  husband  has 
been  convicted  of  felony,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  is  the  protector  of  the 
settlement,  though  the  life  estate 
is  not  her  separate  property.  [In 
re  JVaineright]    -     -     -     -     260 

FOREIGN  CONTRACT. 

A  settlement  was  made  in  Ireland  of 
estates,  some  of  which  were  situate 
there,  and  the  rest  in  England, 
by  which  the  estates  were  limited 
to  trustees  for  a  term  of  years,  for 
raising,  at  a  future  time,  10,000/. 
ibr  portions ;  and  interest,  5  L  per 
cent.,  was  to  be  raised,  out  of  the 
rents,  for  the  children's  mainte- 
nance, in  the  meantime;  but  the 
settlement  was  silent  as  to  the  rate 
of  interest  on  the  portions  after 
they  had  become  payable.  Held 
that  the  10,000/.  must  be  raised 
in  Irish  currency;  but  not  with 
Irish  interest  (6  /.  per  cent.),  but 
4/.  per  cent.,  according  to  the 
usual  course  of  the  Court.  [  Young 
V.  Lord  Waterpark]       -     -     199 

FUND  IN  COURT. 

The  Court  will  not  order  money  into 
Court  if  the  title  of  the  party  ap- 
plying is  at  all  doubtful.  Neither 
will  it  order  a  fund  standing  to  the 
credit  of  a  cause  between  A.  and 
B.  to  be  transferred  to  the  joint 
credit  of  that  and  of  another  cause, 
in  which  it  i»  claimed  by  C.  ad- 


versely to  both  A.  and  B. ;  unless 
0.  has  a  perfectly  clear  title  to  the 
fund.  [St. Victory,  Devereux]  641 
See  Charging  Ordek. 

FUTURE  PROPERTY  OF  WIFE. 
ee  CoNSTRUCTiox,  11- 

GAMING. 
Securities  given,  by  the  plaintiff,  to 
prevent  a  prosecution  for  cheating 
at  cards,  decreed  to  be  delivered 
up»  [Osbaldisten  v.  Simpson  and 
Others] 513 

GUARDIAN. 

The  Court  will  refer  it  to  the  Master 
to  approve  of  a  guardian  for  an 
infant,  notwithstanding  the  infant, 
being  14  years  of  age  and  entitled 
to  real  estate,  has,  by  deed,  ap- 
pointed a  guardian  for  himself. 
[Coham  v.  Coham]  -  -  -  639 
See  Infant,  4,  5. 

HARD  BARGAIN. 
See  Covenant,  1. 

HEIR  AND  DEVISEE. 

Testator  devised  all  his  freehold 
estates  to  his  most  dutiful  and 
respectful  nephew  £.  £.  *'  upon 
the  trusts  and  for  the  uses  follow- 
ing ;  *'  but  did  not  declare  any  use 
or  trust  except  as  to  one  of  his 
estates.  Held,  from  the  context  of 
the  will  and  a  codicil  thereto,  that 
there  was  no  resulting  trust  in 
favour  of  his  son  and  heir,  as  to 
any  part  of  his  estates.  [Hughes 
V.  Evans] 496 

HEIR  AND  EXECUTOR. 

A.  beiug  seised  in  fee  of  lands,  under 
which*  were  coal,  iron  &c.,  and  the^ 
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-surface  of  which  was  in  the  occu- 
pation of  a  tenant,  executed  a  deed, 
by  which  he  sold  and  disposed  of 
and  granted  and  conveyed  the 
mines  under  the  land,  to  B.,  for 
99  years,  subject  to  the  payment 
to  A.,  his  executors,  administra' 
tors,  and  assigns,  of  7,998  /.,  by 
twelve  yearly  instalments,  which 
were  secured  by  powers  of  distress 
and  entry  reserved  to  him,  his  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns ; 
und  the  latter  power  provided  that, 
upon  an  entry  bemg  made,  the 
grant  and  conveyance  and  the 
term  thereby  granted,  and  every- 
thing contained  in  the  deed,  on  the 
part  of  A.,  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  should  cease, 
and  that  A.,  his  heirs,  executors 
&c.  should  not  be  accountable  to 
B.  for  any  of  the  instalments  or 
sums  of  money  which  B.  should 
have  then  paid  in  part  of  the  pur- 
chase-money  for  the  minerals. 
The  subsequent  part  of  the  deed 
contained  a  covenant  enabling  B., 
at  the  end  of  the  tenant's  term,  to 
enter  upon  the  surface  lands  and 
to  hold  them  for  99  years,  under 
the  yearly  rent  of  110/.,  which, 
as  well  as  the  power  of  distress  by 
which  it  was  secured,  was  reserved 
to  A.,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  Held 
that  the  instalments  payable  for 
the  mines  were  not  rent,  and, 
therefore,  not  incident  to  the  re- 
version, but  personal  debts  due 
from  B.  to  A.  [Lord  Hatherton 
V.  Bradburne]     -     -     -     -     599 

JSee  Exoneration  of  Personal 
Estate. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  By  articles  entered  into  on  the 
marriage  of  a  female  infant,  she 
and  her  inlended  husband  agreed 


to  assign,  on  her  attaining  21,  a 
share  of  her  deceased  grandfather  s 
residuary  estate  to  which  she  was 
entitled  under  the  trusts  of  his  will, 
to  trustees,  in  trust  for  themselves 
and  their  children ;  and,  after  the 
lady  had  attained  2 1 ,  a  settlement 
was  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
articles :  but  before  the  settled 
property  was  transferred  to  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement,  the  hus- 
band died.  Held  that  the  wife's 
right  to  the  property  by  survivor- 
ship, was  not  barred.  EUison  v. 
Elwin] 309 

2.  A  married  woman,  having  a  life- 
interest  in  a  fund,  was  living  with 
and  was  maintained  by  her  hus- 
band, but  out  of  her  own  income, 
and  in  a  manner  very  inadequate 
to  it;  and  he  was  in  very  em- 
barrassed circumstances,  and  had 
no  means  of  support  except  his 
wife's  income.  Hie  Court  never- 
theless refused  to  order  a  portion 
of  it  to  be  settled  to  her  separate 
use.     [Vaughan  v.  Buck]  -     404 

3.  A  married  lady  became  entitled  to 
an  estate  for  her  separate  use, 
under  her  grandfather^s  will,  and 
she  and  her  husband  joined  in 
appointing  a  person  to  receive  the 
rents,  as  their  agent;  who,  by  the 
husband's  direction,  paid  them  to 
an  account  opened  by  him  with 
H.  &  Co.,  the  bankers  of  his  wife's 
family,  and  he  drew  cheques  on 
H.  &  Co.  for  sums,  some  of  which 
he  applied  for  his  own  purposes, 
and  the  rest  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  incumbrances  on  the 
estate.  At  the  husband's  death, 
a  large  balance  remained  in  the 
hands  of  H.  &  Co.,  which  they 
transferred  to  the  account  of  his 
executors  ;  and  his  -wife,  who  was 
his  sole  executrix,  drew  on  H. 
&   Co.  in  that  character,  and  died 
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about  ten  niontlis  after  her  hus- 
band. Held  that  the  balance  be- 
longed not  to  her,  but  to  her  bus- 
band*8  estate.  [Beresford  v.  The 
Archkishop  of  Armagh]  -  643 
See  Construction,  11. — ^Title. 

IMPERTINENCE. 

Before  answer  to  a  bill  for  specific 
performance,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
an  order  of  reference  as  to  title. 
The  defendant,  under  a  threat  of 
attachment,  put  in  his  answer,  in 
which  he  alleged  that  one  of  the 
conditions  of  sale  was  framed  with 
a  fraudulent  intent.  Held  that 
that  allegation  was  not  imper- 
tinent.     [Emery     v.    Pickering] 

583 
See  Defendant. 

INCUMBRANCES. 

See  Annuity. — Priority  of  In- 
cumbrances. 

INDIAN  EXECUTOR. 

See  Commission. 


INFANT. 

1.  Under  a  will,  an  infant  was  en- 
titled to  maintenance  out  of  the 
income  of  property  which  was  de- 
vised to  him  provided  he  attained 
21  ;  and  100/.  a  year  was  allowed 
by  the  Master  for  that  purpose: 
but  the  income  of  the  property 
was  scarcely  sufficient  to  pay  cer- 
tain annuities  and  other  prior 
charges  thereon.  Under  those  cir- 
cumstances it  was  ordered  that  the 
trustees  and  executors  should  be 
at  liberty,  out  of  any  funds  in 
their  hands,  to  pay  the  100/.  a 
year,  and,  if  fhf  same  should  he 


insufficient,  that  what  the  guar* 
dians  should  pay  for  the  infant's 
maintenance,  should  form  a  charge 
upon  his  interest  in  the  property. 
[Fentiman  y.  Fentiman]      -     171 

2.  Two  suits  having  been  instituted 
on  behalf  of  the  same  infant  plain- 
tiffs, it  was  referred,  to  the  Master, 
to  inquire  and  state  whether  the 
bills  were  for  the  same  matters, 
and,  if  so,  which  of  the  suits  it 
would  be  most  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infants  to  prosecute:  but  the 
order  did  not  give  the  Master  li- 
berty to  state  special  circum- 
stances. The  master  reported  that 
the  two  bills  were,  substantially , 
for  the  same  matters,  and  that  it 
would  be  most  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infants  to  prosecute  the  first 
suit ;  but  that,  as  the  same  person 
was  solicitor  both  for  the  next 
friend  and  for  the  defendants  in 
that  suit,  he  was  of  opinion  that 
some  other  solicitor  should  be  ap- 
pointed for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that 
part  of  the  funds  in  the  cause, 
which  were  then  in  a  country 
bank,  should  be  brought  into  Court. 
Held  that  the  Master  had  given  a 
quaUfied  answer  to  the  question 
referred  to  him,  and  added  sugges- 
tions which  he  was  not  at  liberty 
to  make ;  and,  therefore,  it  was 
referred  back  to  him  to  review  his 
report.    [Gander  ton  v.  Gander  ton] 

182 

3.  The  solicitor  employed  by  the  noAt 
friend  in  an  infant's  suit,  having 
given  a  notice  of  motion  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs,  one  of  the  plain- 
tiffs who  had  come  of  age,  but  had 
not  disavowed  the  suit  or  obtained 
an  order  to  change  his  solicitor, 
employed  another  solicitor  to  op- 
pose the  motion  on  his  behalf. 
Held  that  the  counsel  instructed 
by  that  solicitor,  were  not  entitled 
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to   be  heard.     [Stuift  v.   Craze- 
brook]  185 

4.  Order  made,  on  petition  without 
suit,  for  a  reference  to  approve  of 
a  guardian  and  maintenance  for  an 
infant  having  150/.  a  year  arising 
from    land.       [Exparte     Angel f] 

258 

5.  Guardian  ad  litem,  appointed  to 
infants,  under  special  circum- 
stances without  a  commission  or 
their  appearing  in  Court.  [Still- 
well  V.  Blair]       -     -     -     -     399 

6.  A  habeas  corpus  issued  to  bring 
up  the  bodj  of  a  ward  of  Court 
who  had  been  taken  in  execution 
in  an  action  by  a  tradesman,  for 
necessaries,  and  the  tradesman  was 
ordered  to  attend  at  the  bar  of  the 
Court  at  the  same  time.  [Bondy. 
Roberts] 400 

7.  The  Court  will  refer  it  to  the 
Master  to  approve  of  a  guardian 
for  an  infant,  notwithstanding  the 
infant,  being  14  years  of  age  and 
entitled  to  real  estate,  has,  by  deed, 
appointed  a  guardian  for  himself. 
[Cokam  V.  Coham]    -     -     -     639 

See  Maintenance,  2. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  A  plaintiff  who  has  obtained  the 
common  injunction,  can  not  sustain 
it  on  grounds  contained  in  the  an- 
swer, but  not  stated  in  his  bill. 
[Cresy  v.  Beavan]      -     -     -     99 

2.  It  is  a  breach  of  an  injunction  to 
stay  trial,  to  obtain  an  order  to 
change  the  venue  in  the  action. 
[Pariente  v.  Bensusan]  -     -     522 

3.  A  judgment  creditor,  who  had  ob- 
tained possession  of  his  debtor's 
estates  under  an  elegit ,  filed  a  bill, 
after  the  debtor's  death,  against  his 
devisee,  claiming  to  have  a  charge 
on  the  estates,  under  1  &  2  Vict, 
c.   110,  and  praying  to  have  the 


debt  raised  and  paid  out  of  the 
estates.  The  defendant,  in  her 
answer,  claimed  the  estates,  not  as 
devisee,  but  under  a  conzeyance 
executed  by  the  debtor,  in  his  life- 
time. The  plaintiff,  instead  of 
amending  his  bill,  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill  against  the  defendant, 
praying  that  the  conveyance  might 
be  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and 
void,  as  against  him,  and  also  that 
an  ejectment  to  recover  possession 
of  the  estates,  which  the  defendant 
had  brought  shortly  before  she  put 
in  her  answer  to  the  original  bill, 
might  be  stayed.  The  answer  to 
the  supplemental  bill,  admitted,  in 
effect,  that  the  conveyance  was 
voluntary.  The  Court,  however, 
held  that,  as  that  admission  was 
made  in  the  answer  to  the  supple- 
mental bill.  It  was  not  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  injunction.  [Parker 
V.  Constable] 536 

4.  The  grantor  of  an  annuity  had 
admitted,  in  his  answer  to  a  bill  in 
Chancery,  that  the  annuity  was  a 
subsisting  charge  on  his  estates, 
and  the  decree  and  proceedings  in 
the  suit  had  treated  the  annuity  as 
valid.  Under  those  circumstances, 
the  grantor's  devisee  was  restrained 
from  proceeding,  at  law,  to  set 
aside  the  annuity  for  want  of  a 
memorial.     [Roberts  v.  Madocks] 

549 

See  Jurisdiction,  1,  2. — Specific 
Performance. 

INTEREST. 

Under  an  Inclosure  Act,  an  allotment 
had  been  made,  to  the  impropriator, 
in  lieu  of  tithes ;  and,  by  the  Act, 
the  tithes  were  to  cease  on  the 
allotment  being  made  ;  but  the  Act 
did  not  authorize  the  sale  of  allot- 
ments before  the  execution  of  the 
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award.  In  the  interinii  the  impro- 
priator agreed  to  sell  his  allotment 
for  700  /.,  to  he  paid  on  the  25th 
of  March  then  next,  on  a  good  and 
valid  title  being  nuide  and  executed. 
The  award  was  not  made  until 
several  years  after  the  agreement ; 
hut  the  purchaser  had  been,  all 
along,  in  possession  of  the  allot- 
ment. The  Court  ordered  him  to 
pay  four  per  cent,  interest  on  his 
purchase-money  from  the  25th  of 
March  next  after  the  date  of  agree- 
ment, although  a  good  title  could 
not  he  made  until  the  award  was 
executed.  [Attorney -General  v. 
Christ  Church]     -     -     -     -     214 

See  Foreign  Contract. 

ISSUE. 
See  Will,  2. 

ISSUE  IN  TAIL-MALE, 
See  Will,  5. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 

A.  gave  a  bond  to  the  public  officer 
of  a  joint  stock  banking  company 
(in  which  he  subsequently  became 
a  shareholder),  to  secure  advances 
made  to  him  by  the  company.  The 
bank  afterwards  suspended  their 
business,  and  brought  an  action, 
on  the  bond,  in  the  name  of  the 
officer.  A.  then  filed  a  bill,  on 
behalf  of  himself  alone,  against  the 
officer  and  the  directors  of  the 
company,  praying  for  an  account 
of  the  dealings  and  transactions  of 
the  company  down  to  the  lime 
when  their  business  ceased,  that 
his  share  of  the  capital  and  profits 
might  be  ascertained  and  set  ofiF 
«irainstthe  money  due  on  the  bond, 
and  that  tlio  surplus  might  be  paid 
to  Ijim.  Held  that  the  bill  prayed, 
in  effect,  for  a  dissolution  of  the 


company,  and,  therefore,  that  all 
the  shareholders  ought  to  have  been 
made  parties  to  it.  [Abraham  v. 
Hannay]    ------581 

JOINTURE. 

Testator  directed  a  settlement  to  be 
made  of  his  estates,  and  a  power 
to  be  inserted  in  it,  enabling  the 
tenant  for  life,  to  jointure  any  wife 
or  wives,  at  one  or  several  times, 
to  the  extent  of  one-fifth  part  of 
the  then  ordinary  annual  rental  of 
the  estates.  Held  that  the  settle- 
ment ought  to  authorize  the  tenant 
for  life  to  charge  the  estates  with 
a  yearly  rent- charge  not  exceeding 
one -fifth  of  the  yearly  rent  of  the 
estates,  payable  at  the  time  of 
creating  the  charge.  [Trevor  v. 
Trerni^ 108 

JURISDICTION. 

1 .  Bill  by  a  cestui  que  trust,  against 
the  assignees  of  the  trustee,  who 
had  become  bankrupt,  for  an  ac- 
count and  payment  of  what  was 
due  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  trust 
committed  by  the  bankrupt,  and 
to  restrain  the  assignees  from  dis- 
tributing his  estate  amongst  his 
creditors.  The  Court  refused  the 
injunction  ;  because  it  had  no  ju- 
risdiction to  interfere  with  the  ad- 
ministration of  a  bankrupt's  estate 
at  the  suit  of  a  person  claiming  as 
a  general  creditor.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  has  exclusive  juris- 
diction to  deal  with  what  is  admit- 
ted to  be  the  banknipt*s  estate : 
but  a  court  of  equity  or  a  court  of 
law  (as  the  case  may  be)  has  juris- 
diction to  determine  what  is  or  is 
not  the  property  of  the  bankrupt. 
[Halfordy.Gillow]   -     -     -     44 

2.  The  plaintiff  cohabited  with  M.S., 
a  married  woman  ;  and,  in  cod- 
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sideration  of  her  agreeing  to  con- 
tinue to  cohabit  with  him,  he  exe- 
cuted a  deed  whereby,  '*  for  the 
consideration  therein  mentioned,' 
he  granted,  to  a  trustee  for  her, 
an  annuity,  to  commence  on  his 
death,  marriage,  or  withdrawing 
his  protection  from  her ;  and  cove- 
nanted to  charge  any  land  that  he 
should  become  possessed  of,  with 
the  annuity :  and,  for  further  se- 
curing the  annuity,  he  executed  a 
bond,  in  the  penalty  of  1,000  /.,  to 
the  trustee,  and  gave  a  warrant  of 
attorney  to  enter  up  judgment 
against  him  on  the  bond ;  and 
judgment  was  entered  up,  against 
him,  at  the  suit  of  the  trustee,  for 
1,000/.  and  costs.  Some  years 
afterwards,  the  plaintiflF  married, 
previously  to  which  he  had  put  an 
end  to  his  intercourse  with  M.  S. ; 
and,  having  been  advised  that  the 
annuity  deed  and  collateral  securi- 
ties, which  he  stated  to  have  been 
obtained  from  him  for  the  consi- 
deration of  future  cohabitation, 
were  not  binding  upon  him,  he  re- 
fused to  pay  the  annuity.  In  con- 
sequence of  which,  M.  S.,  in  the 
trustee's  name,  brought  an  action 
against  him,  on  the  judgment.  The 
bill  prayed  that  the  annuity-deed 
and  collateral  securities  might  be 
declared  void  and  be  delivered  up 
to  be  cancelled,  and  that  the  trus- 
tee might  enter  up  satisfaction  on 
the  judgment,  and  that  the  action 
might  be  stayed.  The  trustee  put 
in  a  general  demurrer,  which  was 
allowed.   [Smyth  v.  Gnffin]     245 

iSec  Charging  Order. 


LAPSE. 
See  Legacy,  1. 


LEASE. 

A.  being  seised  in  fee  of  lands,  under 
which  were  coal,  iron  &c.,  and  the 
surface  of  which  was  in  the  occu- 
pation of  a  tenant,  executed  a  deed 
by  which  he  sold  and  disposed  of 
and  granted  and  conveyed  the 
mines  under  the  land  to  B.,  for  99 
years,  subject  to  the  payment  to 
A.,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  of  7,998/.  by  twelve 
yearly  instalments,  which  were 
secured  by  powers  of  distress  and 
entry  reserved  to  him,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns ; 
and  the  latter  power  provided  that, 
upon  an  entry  being  made,  the 
grant  and  conveyance  and  the 
term  thereby  granted,  and  every- 
thing contained  in  the  deed  on  the 
part  of  A.,  his  heirs,  executors,  or 
administrators,  should  cease,  and 
that  A.,  his  heirs,  executors  &c. 
should  not  be  accountable  to  B.  for 
any  of  the  instalments  or  sums  of 
money  which  B.  should  have  then 
paid  in  part  of  the  purchase-money 
for  the  minerals.  The  subsequent 
part  of  the  deed  contained  a  cove- 
nant enabling  B.,  at  the  end  of  the 
tenant's  term,  to  enter  upon  the 
surface  lands,  and  to  hold  them  for 
99  years,  under  the  yearly  rent  of 
110/.,  which,  as  well  as  the  power 
of  distress  by  which  it  was  secured, 
was  reserved  to  A.,  his  heirs  and 
assigns.  Held  that  the  instalments 
payable  for  the  mines  were  not  rent, 
and,  therefore,  not  incident  to  the 
reversion,  but  personal  debts  due 
from  B.  to  A.  [Lord  Mather  ton 
V.  Bradburne]     .     -    -     -     599 

LEGACY. 
1.  Testator  gave  to  T.  R.  15,000/., 
to  be  by  him  applied  for  the  use  of 
Roman-catholic  priests  in  and  near 
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London,  at  his  absolute  discretion. 
T.  R.  died  in  the  testetor's  life- 
time. Held  that  the  legacy  was  not 
void  for  uncertainty,  and  did  lapse 
by  T.  R/s  death  in  the  testator's 
lifetime,  but  was  good  as  a  chari- 
table legacy :  and  that  it  must  be 
applied  for  the  benefit  of  persons 
filling  the  character  of  Roman- 
catholic  priests  in  and  near  London 
at  the  testator's  death,  and  after- 
wards, according  to  a  scheme  to  be 
approved  by  the  Master.  [The 
A  ttamey-Oeneral  v.  Gladstone]  7 

2.  Testator  directed  the  rents  of  his 
estates  to  be  accumulated  for  five 
years :  ''  at  the  end  of  which  time 
I  leave  as  follows :  to  H.  G.  200  /. ; 
and  to  W.  B.,  W.  C,  E.  M.,  or  as 
many  as  are  living,  1 00  /.  each  : 
and  to  M.  N.,  S.  H.,  S.  S.,  or  as 
many  as  are  then  living,  501, 
each :  and  the  same  sum  to  be 
given  at  the  expiration  of  10 
years  from  the  time  of  my  death, 
and  ditto  at  the  end  of  15  and  20 
years  from  my  death."  Two  of 
the  legatees  died  between  the  end 
of  the  tenth  and  fifteenth  year  after 
the  testator's  death,  having  received 
the  payments  which  became  due 
to  them  at  the  end  of  the  fifth  and 
tenth  years.  Held  that  the  rights 
of  the  legatees  named  in  the  will 
to  receive  the  payments,  were  con- 
tingent on  their  surviving  the  times 
of  payment,  and,  consequently, 
that  the  executors  of  the  then  de- 
ceased legatees  could  not  claim 
any  payment  at  the  end  of  the 
fifteenth  year.  [Bruce  v.  Charl- 
ton]   65 

3.  In  a  suit  for  administering  a  tes- 
tator's estate,  a  legacy  was  claimed 
by  two  legatees,  adversely  to  each 
other.  Held  that,  as  the  question 
arose  on  the  testator's  will,  the 
costs  must  be  borne  by  his  estate, 


and  not  by  the  legacy.     Wilson  r. 
Squire 212 

4.  Testator  drew  two  cheques,  on 
his  banker,  in  favour  of  two  of  his 
servants,  and  delivered  them,  to  the 
servants,  with  directions  to  present 
them  after  his  death.  About  a 
year  afterwards  he  made  a  testa- 
mentary instrument,  by  which,  af- 
ter giving  legacies  to  different  per- 
sons, and  an  annuity  to  each  of 
the  two  servants,  he  bequeathed 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to 
A.  B.,  and  revoked  any  former  will 
or  codicil  by  him  made,  and  de- 
clared that  instrument  to  be  his  last 
will.  The  three  paper-writings 
were  admitted  to  probate  as  consti- 
tuting, together,  the  testator's  last 
will.  Held,  though  the  Court  of 
Chancery  was  bound  to  consider  the 
amounts  of  the  cheques  as  legacies, 
yet  that  they  were  revoked  by  the 
subsequent  instrument.  [  Walsh  v. 
Gladstone] 261 

5.  Testator  gave,  to  the  children  of 
his  daughter,  a  legacy  of  2,000/. 
to  be  paid  and  payable  from  and 
out  of  his  manors,  messuages  &c., 
and  he  subjected  and  charged  the 
same  to  and  with  the  payment 
thereof  accordingly.  Held  that 
the  legacy  was  payable  out  of  the 
testator's  real  estate  only.  Tes- 
tator, after  giving  an  annuity  to 
his  wife,  devised  his  real  estates 
to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  the  an- 
nuity thereout,  and  gave  his  wife 
powers  of  distress  and  entry  on  his 
estates.  He  then  devised  his  estates 
in  strict  settlement,  subject,  ex- 
pressly, to  the  annuity  and  to  the 
powers  of  distress  and  entry.  Held 
nevertheless,  taking  the  whole  of 
the  will  together,  that  the  testator's 
personal  estate  was  primarily  liable 
to  pay  the  annuity.  [Roberts  v. 
Roberts] 336 
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6.  Testator  directed  his  trustees  to 
pay  the  interest  of  2,500/.  to  his 
daughter  for  life,  for  her  separate 
use,  and,  after  her  death,  for  the 
maintenance  of  all  her  children 
until  they  should  attain  21,  and 
then  the  principal  to  be  equally 
divided  amongst  her  said  children  ; 
and,  if  his  daughter  should  die 
without  leaving  a  child,  then  that 
the  principal  should  be  divided 
amongst  all  his  own  children  then 
living.  The  daughter  had  children, 
but  they  all  died  under  21.  Held, 
nevertheless,  that  the  legacy  vested 
in  them.  [Parker  y,  G aiding]  418 

7.  A  legacy  of  10,000/.  consols, 
**  now  standing  in  my  name,''  held, 
from  the  context  of  the  will,  not  to 
be  specific.     [Auther  v.  Auther] 

422 

8.  Testator  bequeathed  a  general  le- 
gacy of  10,000  /.  consols  to  A.  B. 
There  was  no  deficiency  of  as- 
sets, but,  owing  to  the  institution 
of  a  suit  for  the  administration  of 
the  testator's  estate,  the  legacy  re- 
mained unsatisfied  for  several  years 
after  the  testator's  death,  during 
which  consols  rose.  Held  never- 
theless that  A.  B.  was  entitled  to 
have  the  full  amount  of  bis  legacy, 
purchased  and  transferred  to  him. 
[Auther  v.  Auther]   -     -     -    439 

9.  Testator  bequeathed  to  his  daugh- 
ter Elizabeth  2,000/.  for  life,  the 
principal  to  be  equally  divided 
among  her  children,  should  they 
have  attained  21  :  and,  to  the  two 
children  of  his  late  daughter  Je- 
mima, 1,000  /.  each,  to  be  paid  on 
their  attaining  21.  Held  that  the 
legacies  to  the  children,  were  con- 
tingent on  their  attaining  21,  and 
that  they  were  not  entitled  to  inte- 
rest in  the  meantime.  Testator  left 
to  his  daughter,  Jane,  the  sum  of 
2,000  /.,  to  be  settled  on  her  when 


she  married,  or  to  be  paid  to  her 
on  her  attaining  21 :  should  she  die 
not  leaving  issue,  the  2,000/.  to 
fall  into  the  residue  of  his  estate. 
Jane  married  in  her  father's  life- 
time. The  Court  directed  the  le- 
gacy to  be  settled  in  trust  for  her 
separate  use  for  life ;  remainder  for 
her  children  living  at  her  death, 
according  to  her  appointment;  in 
default  of  appointment,  for  her  sons 
at  21  and  her  daughters  at  that  age 
or  on  marriage  ;  remainder  for  her 
next  of  kin;  and,  if  she  had  no 
child  living  at  her  death,  the  legacy 
to  become  part  of  the  testator's  re- 
sidue. [  Young  v.  Macintosh^  445 

1 0.  Testator  bequeathed  the  portraits 
of  himself,  of  his  grandfather  and 
grandmother,  of  his  mother  and  of 
the  Duke  of  Schomberg,  to  A.  B. 
The  testator  had  one  portrait  of 
himself,  one  of  his  grandfather  and 
grandmother  and  one  of  his  mother, 
and  a  three-quarters  portrait  and  a 
portrait  in  crayons  of  the  Duke  of 
Schomberg,  and  also  a  picture  in 
which  the  Duke  was  represented  on 
horseback,  with  a  battle  in  the  dis- 
tance. Held  that  that  picture  was 
a  portrait  of  the  Duke,  and  that  it 
passed,  together  with  all  the  other 
portraits,  by  the  bequest.  [The 
Duke  of  Leeds  v.  Lord  Amherst ) 

459 

1 1 .  A.  agreed  that  a  legacy  given  to 
his  wife,  should  be  set  off  against 
a  sum  of  the  same  amount,  which 
he  owed,  to  the  testator,  on  his 
promissory  note ;  and  he  and  his 
wife,  signed  a  receipt  for  the  legacy ; 
but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  exe- 
cutors had  delivered  up  the  note. 
Held  that,  for  want  of  a  release,  the 
surviving  wife  was  not  barred. 
[Harrison  v.  Andrews]  -     -     595 

See  Assets. — Construction,  4.  9. 
^WiLL,  3,  4.  14.  17. 
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LEGACY  DUTY. 

1.  A  British  subject  went  to  settle 
in  France,  in  1762,  and  afterwards 
purchased  an  estate,  and  became 
naturalized  there.  In  1791  he  left 
France,  and  came  to  England,  in 
consequence  of  the  French  Revo- 
lution, and,  shortly  afterwards,  his 
property  was  confiscated  by  the 
revolutionary  government.  In  Ja- 
nuary 1802  he  made  a  will  in  Lon- 
don, by  which  he  left  his  property 
partly  to  a  charity  in  Ireland,  and 
partly  to  individuals  resident  in 
England,  and  appointed  one  of 
those  individuals  his  executor.  In 
April  1802  emigrants  were  permit- 
ted to  return  to  France,  and,  soon 
afterwards,  he  returned  to  that 
country.  In  1804,  he  made  a  will, 
in  Paris,  in  which  he  stated  that  he 
was  bom  at  Waterford,  and  had 
come  to  France  to  obtain  restitu- 
tion of  his  estate ;  and,  after  refer- 
ring to  his  former  will  (which  he 
had  mislaid  in  London),  he  recapi- 
tulated, very  nearly,  its  contents, 
and  concluded  by  expressly  con- 
firming it.  He  died  in  Paris  in 
1806,  and  his  two  testamentary 
papers  were  proved  both  in  France 
and  in  England.  Under  the  treaty 
of  peace  between  England  and 
France  in  1815,  a  large  sum  of 
French  stock  was  set  apart  by  the 
then  French  Government,  for  the 
purpose  of  compensating  British 
subjects  whose  property  had  been 
confiscated  by  the  revolutionary 
government,  and  part  of  that  sum 
was  awarded,  by  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  the  British  Government, 
to  the  testator's  executors,  for  the 
loss  of  the  testator's  property  in 
France.  The  commissioners,  under 
the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
sold  the  stock  so  awarded,  and  paid 


the  proceeds  into  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  Held  that  the  testator 
was  domiciled  in  France  at  his 
death,  and  that  the  fund  in  Coort 
was  not  subject  to  legacy  duty. 
[The  Commissioners  of  Charitable 
Donations  and  Bequests  in  Ireland 
V.  Devereux] 14 

2.  Testator  g^ve  his  residuary  estate 
(which  amounted  to  13,000/.)  to 
his  executors,  to  be  by  them  appro- 
priated to  the  education  of  the 
children  of  the  poor  in  Ireland, 
principally  those  in  or  about  Lime- 
rick. Held  that  legacy  duty  was 
payable  on  the  residue.  [  The  At- 
torney-General \.  Fitzgerald]    83 

3.  A  native  of  Scotland  died  domi- 
ciled in  Demerara,  having  personal 
property  in  Scotland,  and  having 
left  legacies  to  persons  in  that 
country.  Held  that  the  legacies 
were  not  liable  to  legacy  duty. 
[Thompson  v.  The  Advocate-Ge- 
neral] 153 

LENGTH  OF  TIME. 

See    Statute    of    Limitations. — 
Title. 

LESSOR  AND  ASSIGNEE. 
A.,  an  owner  of  land  in  the  township 
of  S.,  entered  into  articles  of  agree- 
ment with  B.,  the  lessee  of  a  neigh- 
bouring colliery,  by  which  he  agreed 
to  grant  to  B.  a  lease  of  part  of  the 
land  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a 
railway  for  the  conveyance  of  coal 
to  certain  wharfs,  and  B.,  for  him- 
self, his  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns,  agreed  to  convey, 
upon  the  railway,  all  the  coal  to  be 
gotten  from  the  colliery  or  from 
any  other  lands  or  grounds  in  the 
township,  and  to  pay  to  A.,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  two  pence  for 
every  ton  of  coal  so  conveyed.    B. 


I   K    n    K    X. 


683 


assigned  his  interest  in  the  colliery 
and  in  the  lands  taken,  under  the 
articles  of  agreement  for  forming 
the  railway,  together  with  the  use 
of  the  railway,  to  C.  Held  that 
the  agreement  to  convey,  upon  the 
railway,  all  the  coal  &c.,  and  to 
pay  two  pence  per  ton  in  respect 
of  it,  ran  with  the  land,  and,  con- 
sequently, that  it  was  binding  on 
C.     [  Hemingway  v.  Fernandes] 

228 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 

See  Covenant. 

LIEN. 
A.  agreed  to  sell  an  estate  to  B.  for 
•  an  annuity,  and  B.  was  to  pay  o£F 
a  mortgage  to  which  the  estate  was 
subject.  Accordingly,  B.  executed 
a  deed,  by  which  he  granted  the 
annuity  to  A.  and  covenanted  to 
pay  it:  and,  by  a  conveyance  of 
even  date  but  executed  after  the 
annuity-deed,  after  reciting  the 
agreement  and  the  annuity-deed, 
A.  and  the  mortgagee,  in  pursuance 
of  the  agreement,  and  in  considera- 
tion of  the  annuity  having  been  so 
granted  as  aforesaid^  and  of  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage-money, 
conveyed  the  estate  to  B.  The 
annuity,  afterwards,  became  in  ar- 
rear.  Held  that  A.  had  no  lien  on 
the  estate  for  the  annuity.  {Duck- 
land  s.Pocknell]      .     -     -     406 

LUNATIC. 
See  Commission  of  Lunacy. 

MAINTENANCE. 
L  Under  a  will,  an  infant  was  enti- 
tled to  maintenance  out  of  the  in- 
come of  property  which  was  de- 
vised to  him  provided  he  attained 
21  :  and  100  /.  a  year  was  allowed 
by  the  Master,  for  that  purpose : 


but  the  income  of  the  property  was 
scarcely  sufficient  to  pay  certain 
annuities  and  other  prior  charges 
thereon.  Under  those  circum- 
stances it  was  ordered  that  the 
trustees  and  executors  should  be  at 
liberty,  out  of  any  funds  in  their 
hands,  to  pay  the  100^  a  year, 
and,  if  the  same  should  be  insuffi- 
cient, that  what  the  guardians 
should  pay  for  the  infant's  mainte- 
nance, should  form  a  charge  upon 
his  interest  in  the  property.  [Fen- 
timan  v.  Fentiman]  -  -  -  171 
I.  Testator  gave  an  annuity  to  a 
trustee,  in  trust  to  pay  the  same 
to  his  daughter  for  her  separate 
use  for  life,  remainder  to  her  hus- 
band to  enable  him  to  maintain 
his  children  by  her,  until  the 
youngest  attained  21 ;  and,  if  the 
husband  should  die  before  the 
youngest  child  attained  21,  then 
upon  trust  for  the  trustee  to  apply 
the  annuity  in  like  manner  as  the 
husband  was  directed  to  do.  Held 
(the  daughter  being  dead)  that  the 
husband  was  bound  to  apply  the 
annuity  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
children;  but  that,  if  he  main- 
tained them  properly,  they  would 
not  be  entitled  to  an  account 
against  him.     [Leach  v.  Leach] 

304 
See  Practice,  6. 

MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 

1 .  By  a  marriage  settlement,  1 ,500  L 
and  2,700  /.  stock,  of  which  the 
lady  was  possessed,  were  settled  in 
trust  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
remainder  in  trust  for  her  intended 
husband  for  life,  and  after  his  death 
as  the  wife  should  appoint  by  will : 
and  the  intended  husband  cove- 
nanted that,  if  the  marriage  should 
take  effect,  he  would,  as  often  as 
occasion  should  require,  join  with 


684 


INDEX. 


his  wife,  in  doing  all  neceasary 
acts  for  assigning,  to  the  trustees, 
all  the  property  to  which  his  wife 
should  become  entitled  during  the 
coverture,  upon  the  trusts  declared 
of  the  1,500/.  and  2,700/.  stock. 
At  the  date  of  the  settlement,  the 
wife  had  an  absolute  vested  inte- 
rest in  1,035  /.  stock,  expectant  on 
her  father's  death,  but  it  was  not 
mentioned  in  the  settlement.  Dur- 
ing the  marriage,  the  husband  be- 
came bankrupt,  and  then  the  wife's 
father  died.  Held  that  the  1 ,935  /. 
stock  did  not  belong  to  the  hus- 
band's assignee  as  part  of  his  es- 
tate, but  was  bound  by  his  covenant 
as  being  property  to  which  the  wife 
would  become  entitled  during  the 
coverture.     [Blythe  v.  Granville] 

190 
2.  A  marriage  settlement,  after  re- 
citing that  it  had  been  agreed  that 
a  cottage  &c.  (which  the  husband 
held  for  the  remainder  of  a  term  of 
2,000/.  years)  should  be  settled 
on  the  husband  for  life,  and,  after 
his  decease,  on  the  wife  for  life, 
by  way  of  jointure,  and,  after  their 
several  deceases,  on  the  issue  of 
the  marriage,  and,  in  default  of 
issue,  on  W.  C  and  his  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors &c.,  assigned  the  cottage, 
to  a  trustee,  for  the  remainder  of 
the  term,  in  trust  to  permit  the 
husband  to  receive  the  rents  for  so 
many  years  of  the  term  as  should 
expire  in  his  lifetime,  and,  after 
his  decease,  in  trust  to  permit  the 
wife  to  receive  the  rents  during 
her  natural  life,  and,  after  their 
several  deceases,  to  permit  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  husband, 
begotten  on  the  body  of  the  wife, 
to  receive  the  rents  for  so  many 
years  of  the  term  as  should  expire 
in  the  life  or  lives  of  him,  her  or 
or  them  respectively,  and,  after  the 


several  deceases  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  and,  in  default  of  issue  of  the 
body  of  the  husband  and  wife  as 
before  limited,  to  permit  W.  C.^ 
his  heirs,  executors  &c.,  to  receive 
the  rents  for  all  the  residue  of  the 
term.  Held  that  the  term  vested 
in  the  husband  absolutely,  under 
the  first  limitation.  [Bartlett  v. 
Green^ 218 

MISDEMEANOR. 
See  Compounding  Misdemeanor. 

MISTAKE. 
An  erroneous  statement  was  made  to 
a  life  insurance  company  by  their 
agent,  as  to  A.'s  interest  in  his 
son's  life;  upon  which  the  com- 
pany granted  a  policy  to  A.  After 
the  son's  death,  the  company  dis- 
covered the  error  and  refused  to 
pay  the  sum  insured.  A  bill 
filed  by  A.  to  have  the  mistake 
rectified,  was  dismissed,  because 
the  evidence  did  not  show,  dis- 
tinctly, whether  the  mistake  arose 
from  the  agent's  inadvertence,  or 
from  his  having  been  misinformed 
by  A.     [Pars(ms  v.  Bignold]  518 

MORTGAGOR    AND    MORT- 
GAGEE. 

A.  mortgaged  an  estate  to  B.  for 
1,000  years.  B.  died,  having  be- 
queathed the  mortgage  to  his  widow. 
She  also  died;  and  in  1822,  her 
personal  representatives  entered 
into  and  continued  in  possession  of 
the  estate  until  1838,  when  they 
sold  and  assigned  the  mortgage  to 
C.  who  entered  and  continued  in 
possession  until  1843,  when  A.'s 
heir  filed  a  bill  to  redeem,  on  the 
ground  that  the  deed  of  assignment 
recited  the  mortgage  and  conveyed 
the  term  to  C,  subject,  expressly, 
to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  A. 
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or  his  legal  representatives.  Held 
that  the  deed  was  not  such  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  mortgagor's 
title  as  to  make  the  estate  redeem- 
able.    [^Lucas  V.  Dennisott]     584 

MORTGAGEE  AND  SURETY. 

A.  made  a  mortgage  to  B.,  and,  by 
the  same  deed,  A.  and  C,  his 
surety,  covenanted  for  payment  of 
the  mortgage  money.  B.  reco- 
vered the  amount  from  C,  previ- 
ously to  which  he  lent  a  further 
sum  to  A.,  and  took  a  further  charge 
for  it  on  the  mortgaged  property. 
Held  that  C.  could  not  compel  B. 
to  assign  the  mortgage  to  him,  un- 
less he  paid  off  the  further  sum. 
[  Williams  v.  Owen']      -     -     597 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 

The  corporation  of  Lichfield,  consti- 
tuted under  the  Municipal  Corpo- 
ration Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
borrowed  200/.  of  M.  to  enable 
them  to  pay  L.,  their  then  treasurer, 
sums  which  he  had  paid  to  credi- 
tors of  the  old  corporation,  and 
gave  M.  their  promissory  note  for 
the  200  /.  They  did  not,  however, 
pay  over  that  sum  to  L.,  but  suffered 
him  to  receive  their  then  accruing 
income  in  reduction  of  what  was 
due  to  him,  and  applied  the  200  /. 
to  purposes  to  which  the  income 
would  otherwise  have  been  appli- 
cable. Held  that  the  corporation 
had  no  authority  to  give  the  pro- 
missory note,  as  it  was  not  given 
to  secure  a  debt  due  prior  to  the 
passing  of  the  5th  &  6th  Will.  4, 
c.  76.  [The  Attorney -general  y. 
The  Corporation  of  Lichfield]  547 

NAME  AND  ARMS. 
See  Construction,  8. 


NE  EXEAT  REGNO. 
A  writ  of  Ne  exeat,  granted,  though 
not  prayed  for  by  the  bill.     [Bar* 
ned  V.  Laing]  -----     255 

NEAREST  OF  BLOOD. 

The  Master  was  directed  to  inquire 
who  were  the  nearest  inblood  of 
a  testator  ex  parte  patemd,  at  a 
certain  period.  Held  that '  nearest 
of  blood '  and  *  next  of  kin '  were 
synonymous  terms,  and,  as  the  suit 
related  to  personal  estate,  the 
Master  ought  to  follow  the  civil 
and  not  the  canon-law  mode  of 
computation.   [Cooper  v.  Denison] 

290 
NEAREST  OF  KIN. 

Testator  bequeathed  his  residue  to 
his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his 
daughter  absolutely;  but  if  his  wife 
survived  his  daughter,  then  at  his 
wife's  death,  one- third  of  the  capi- 
tal was  to  go  according  to  her  will, 
and  the  other  two-thirds  were  to  go 
and  be  paid :  "  to  my  other  the 
next  of  kin  of  my  paternal  line." 
The  daughter  was  the  testator's 
sole  next  of  kin  at  his  death  ;  ex- 
clusive of  her,  the  testator's  bro- 
thers were  his  next  of  kin  at  the 
same  time.  At  the  death  of  the 
i£7ufou;(who  survived  the  daughter), 
the  daughter's  children  were  the 
testator's  next  of  kin  according  to 
the  Statute,  but  they  and  the  tes« 
tator's  brothers  were  his  nearest  of 
kin,  all  of  them  being  his  relations 
in  the  second  degree.  Held  that 
the  brothers,  as  well  as  the  chil- 
dren, were  entitled  to  the  two- 
thirds  of  the  residue.  [Cooper  v. 
Denison] 290 

See  Construction,  21. — Next  op 
Kin. 

NEGLECT  OR  DEFAULT. 
5if<r  Wilful  Neglect  or  Default. 
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NEW  ORDERS. 


1 .  A  subpcena  served  under  the  Fo- 
reign Process  Act,  on  a  defendant 
resident  abroad,  is  duly  served 
within  the  8th  General  Order  of 
August  1841  ;  and,  if  he  does  not 
appear,  the  plaintiff  may  cause  an 
appearance  to  be  entered  for  him, 
and  proceed  to  take  the  bill  pro 
confesso.    [Flight  v.  Camac]     32 

2.  The  Court  may  permit  a  cause  to 
be  set  down  for  argument  on  an 
objection  for  want  of  parties,  after 
the  fourteen  days  allowed,  for  that 
purpose,  by  the  39th  Order  of  Au 
gust  1841,  have  expired.  [^Cock- 
bum  V.  Tolson]    -     -     -     -     188 

3.  The  discretion  given  to  the  Court, 
by  the  41st  Order  of  August  1841, 
as  to  the  costs  of  a  cross-bill  of 
discovery,  can  not  be  exercised 
before  the  hearing  of  the  original 
suit,  although  the  plaintiff  in  it 
dismisses  his  bill  immediately  after 
putting  in  his  answer  to  the  cross- 
bill.    [Skipwortk  v.  Westfield] 

265 

4.  An  appearance  can  not  be  entered 
for  a  defendant  to  an  amended  bill, 
under  the  29th  Order  of  May  1845, 
where  the  subpoena  has  been  served 
upon  his  solicitor.  [The  Marquis 
of  Hertford  v.  Suisse]  -     -     489 

5.  Where  the  subpoena  to  appear  and 
answer  had  been  served  in  August 
1845,  the  Court  refused  to  allow 
an  appearance  to  be  entered  under 
the  29th  Order  of  May  1845,  on  a 
motion  without  notice.  {^Walker 
V.  Hurst]  -------     490 

6.  Memorandum  of  serving  copy  bill, 
allowed  to  be  entered  after  the  Or- 
ders of  May  1845  were  in  opera- 
tion, although  the  service  would 
have  been  bad,  if  made  after  those 
orders  took  effect.  [Feltham  v. 
Clarke] 491 


7.  Replication  filed  in  July  1845; 
in  November  following  defendant 
moved  to  dismiss.  After  notice 
served,  but  before  motion  made, 
plaintiff  filed  subpoena  to  rejoin. 
Held  that,  though  the  replication 
was  filed  before  the  new  Orders  of 
May  1845,  took  effect,  the  filing 
of  the  subpoena  to  rejoin,  was  a 
nullity,  under  the  93d  of  those  Or- 
ders; but  the  Court  refused  to 
grant  the  motion ;  and  ordered  a 
fresh  replication  to  be  filed  without 
delay.     [Lovell  v.  Blew]     -     492 

8.  Replication  was  filed  before  the 
Orders  of  May  1845  took  effect. 
No  proceeding  having  been  taken 
within  three  terms  after  replica- 
tion filed,  the  defendant  moved  to 
dismiss  according  to  the  old  prac- 
tice. The  new  Orders  of  May 
1845  having  come  into  operation 
in  the  meantime,  the  Court  ordered 
the  plaintiff  to  file  a  fresh  replica- 
tion.    [Routledge  v.  Gibson]    493 

9.  The  undertaking  to  speed  is  abo- 
lished by  the  jiew  Orders  of  May 
1845.     [Ibid.] 

10.  Held,  on  a  motion  for  leave  to 
enter  a  memorandum  of  service  of 
copy  bill,  that  it  is  not  necessary 
for  plaintiff  to  swear  that  he  exa- 
mined the  copy  either  with  the 
office-copy  or  the  record.  An  affi- 
davit that  he  believes  it  to  be  a 
true  copy,  is  sufficient.  [Legh  v. 
Legh-] 590 

See  Pleading,  4,  5. 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 

1.  The  Master  was  directed  to  in* 
quire  who  were  the  nearest  in  blood 
of  a  testator  ex  parte  patemd,  at  a 
certain  period.  Held  that  *  nearest 
of  blood  '  and  *  next  of  kin  *  were 
synonymous  terms,  and,  as  the 
suit  related  to  personal  estate,  that 
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the  Master  ought  to  follow  the 
civil  and  not  the  canon-law  mode 
of  computation  in  prosecuting  the 
inquiry.    [Cooper  v.  Denison]  290 

2.  Testator  bequeathed  his  residue  to 
his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his 
daughter  absolutely;  but  if  his  wife 
surviYed  his  daughter,  then,  at  his 
wife's  death,  one- third  of  the  capi- 
tal was  to  go  according  to  her  will, 
and  the  other  two-thirds  were  to  go 
and  be  paid :  "to  ray  other  the 
next  of  kin  of  my  paternal  line." 
The  daughter  was  the  testator's 
sole  next  of  kin  at  his  death ;  and, 
exclusive  of  her,  the  testator's  bro- 
thers were  his  next  of  kin  at  the 
same  time.  At  the  death  of  the 
widow  (who  survived  the  daughter), 
the  daughter's  children  were  the 
testator's  next  of  kin  according  to 
the  statute,  but  they  and  the  tes- 
tator's brothers  were  his  nearest  of 
kiuy  all  of  them  being  his  relations 
in  the  second  degree.  Held  that 
the  brothers,  as  well  as  the  chil- 
dren, were  entitled  to  the  two- 
thirds  of  the  residue.     [Ibid,'] 

See  Construction,  3. Nearest 

OF  Kin.— Parties,  4. 

NOTICE. 
See  Order  and  Disposition,  1,  2. 

ORDER  AND  DISPOSITION. 

1.  Actual  notice  of  the  assignment  of 
a  policy  effected  with  the  Equita- 
ble Assurance  Society,  is  necessary 
to  take  the  policy  out  of  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  assured. 
Duncan  \.  Chamber  lay  ne,  reported 
ante.  Vol.  XI.  p.  123,  over-ruled. 
[Thompson  v.  Speirs]     -     -     469 

2.  Notwithstanding  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance may  have  been  effected  with 
a  mutual  insurance  company,  ex- 
press notice  of  a  deposit  of  it  by 

Vol.  XIII. 


way  of  equitable  mortg^e,  must 
be  given,  to  the  company,  in  order 
to  take  it  out  of  the  order  and  dis- 
position of  the  depositor.  [Ex  parte 
Wilkinson] 475 

ORDER  FOR  PAYMENT  OF 
MONEY. 

See  Assignment. — Fund  in  Court. 
—Payment  of  Monet  out  op 
Court. 

ORIGINAL  BILL  IN  THE 
NATURE  OF  A  SUPPLEMEN- 
TAL BILL. 

See  Pleading,  1. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  Testator  gave  an  annuity  to  a  trus- 
tee, in  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  his 
daughter  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
remainder  to  her  husband  to  enable 
him  to  maintain  his  children  by  her, 
until  the  youngest  attained  21 ;  and, 
if  the  husband  should  die  before  the 
youngest  child  attained  21,  then 
upon  trust  for  the  trustee  to  apply 
the  annuity  in  like  manner  as  the 
husband  was  directed  to  do.  Held 
(the  daughter  being  dead)  that  the 
husband  was  bound  to  apply  the 
annuity  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
children ;  but  that,  if  he  maintained 
them  properly,  they  would  not  be 
entitled  to  an  account  against  him. 
[Leach  v.  Leach]  -     ...     304 

PARTIES. 

1 .  The  30th  general  order  of  August 
1841,  applies  to  those  cases  only 
in  which  trustees  have  a  present, 
absolute  power  to  sell  real  estate : 
and  the  32d  order  does  not  apply 
to  a  case  in  which  there  is  only  one 
principal  and  one  surety.      [Lloyd 

Y,  Smith] 457 
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2.  If  a  person  eotitled  to  an  annuity 
payable  out  of  the  testator *8  per- 
sonal estate  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  his  real  estate,  files  a  bill 
for  the  administration  of  the  whole 
of  the  testator's  property,  all  the 
other  annuitants  and  legatees  must 
be  made  parties,  notwithstanding 
the  receipts  of  the  trustees  are 
made  sufficient  discharges.  [Mil- 
ler V.  Huddlestone]  -     -     -    467 

3.  Some  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  had  an 
equitable  interest  only  in  the  pro- 
perty in  question,  mortgaged  their 
interests  pending  the  suit.  Held 
at  the  hearing,  that  the  mortgagee 
was  a  necessary  party.  [Solomon 
V.  Solomon]     -----     516 

4.  If,  in  an  administration  suit  insti- 
tuted by  the  next  of  kin  of  a  testa- 
tor at  his  death,  the  question  is 
whether  the  testator  by  the  words, 
"  my  next  of  kin,*'  meant  his  next 
of  kin  at  his  death  or  at  a  future 
period,  not  only  the  executor,  but 
also  the  person  or  persons  who 
may,  by  possibility,  be  the  next  of 
kin  at  that  period,  ought  to  be 
made  defendants.  [Urquhart  v. 
Urquhart] 613 

5.  The  Court  will  not  decree  a  gpeneral 
account  and  administration  of  as- 
sets, ift  a  suit  in  which  the  deceased 
is  represented  by  an  administrator 
ad  litem  merely.  [Croft  v.  Water- 
ton] 653 

See  Partnership,  2. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  The  affairs  of  a  partnership  being 
embarrassed,  and  daily  growing 
worse,  the  Court,  on  motion,  ap- 
pointed a  person  to  sell  the  busi- 
ness and  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the 
partnership.      [Bailey    v.    Ford] 

495 

2.  A.  gare  a  bond  to  the  public  officer 


of  a  joint-stock  banking  company 
(in  which  he  afterwards  became  a 
shareholder),  to  secure  advances 
made  to  him  by  the  company.  The 
bank  afterwards  suspended  their 
business,  and  brought  an  action, 
on  the  bond,  in  the  name  of  the 
officer.  A.  then  filed  a  bill,  on 
behalf  of  himself  alone,  against  the 
officer  and  the  directors  of  the 
company,  praying  for  an  account 
of  the  dealings  and  transactions  of 
the  company  down  to  the  time 
when  their  business  ceased,  that 
his  share  of  the  capital  and  profits 
might  be  ascertained  and  set  off 
against  the  money  due  on  the 
bond,  and  that  the  surplus  might 
be  paid  to  him.  Held  that  the 
bill  prayed,  in  effect,  for  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  company,  and,  there- 
fore, that  all  the  shareholders  ought 
to  have  been  made  parties  to  iL 
[Abraham  y.  Hannay]  -  58 1 
See  Production  of  Documents,  1. 

*•  PAYABLE  "  CONSTRUED 
**  VESTED." 

See  Will,  17. 

PAYMENT  OF  MONEY  OUT 
OF  AND  INTO  COURT. 
A  ,  B.  and  C.  being  entitled  to  a 
sum  of  money  in  the  Bank,  peti- 
tioned that  it  might  be  paid,  not  to 
themselves,  but  to  their  banker. 
An  order  was  made  according  to 
the  prayer.  [In  the  matter  of  the 
Warwick  and  Leamington  Rail-^ 
way  Company]       ...     •     31 

See  Practice,  26. 

PERPETUITY. 

1.  Testator  devised  his  real  estates  to 
trustees  in  fee,  in  trust  for  T.  M. 
for  life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for 
all  the  children  of  T.  M.  as  tenants 
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in  common  in  tail,  with  remainders 
over,  andy  ultimately,  in  tmst  for 
his  own  right  heim :  and  he  be- 
queathed his  personal  estate  to  the 
trustees,  in  trust  for  Mary  B.  for 
life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for 
all  her  children  who  should  attain 
21,  with  remainders  in  trust  for 
T.   M.   and   his  children   in  like 
manner :  and  he  directed  that  the 
timber  or  wood  which  should  be 
upon  his  real  estates,  should  be, 
fit>m  time  to  time,  made  use  of  for 
repairing  the  houses  thereon,   or 
otherwise  for  the  benefit  and  ad- 
Tantage  of  his  estates ;  or  that  the 
same  should  be  sold  and  the  pro- 
ceeds applied   in   the   manner  in 
which  his  personal  estate  was  there- 
inbefore directed   to    be   applied. 
Held  that  the  direction  or   trust 
respecting  the  timber  and  wood  on 
the  estates,  was  not  perpetual,  but 
ceased  on  the  inheritance  vesting, 
in   possession,    in  adult   persons. 
[Silveiier  v.  Bradley]  -    -    .     75 
2.  A.  had  power  to  appoint  a  fund 
amongst  all   the    children  of   B. 
begotten  and  to  be  begotten^  and 
their  issue,  and,  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, the  fund  was  given  to 
the  children  equally.     B.  had  only 
six  children,    all  of  whom  were 
living  when  Uie  power  was  created. 
A.   directed  by  his  will  that  the 
share  which  every  child  of  B.  be^ 
gotten  or  to  be  begotten^  was  en- 
titled to  in  default  of  appointment, 
should  be   held  in  trust  for  that 
child  for  life,  and,  after  its  deaths 
for  its  children.  Held  that  the  ap- 
pointment was  not  void  for  remote- 
ness.    [Griffith  V.  Pownali]     393 
See  Remot£kess. 

PERSONAL  REPRESENTA. 

TIVES. 

See  Will,  2. 


PLAINTIFF. 


A  plaintiff  who  has  obtained  the 
common  injunction,  cannot  sustain 
it  on  grounds  contained  in  the 
answer,  but  not  stated  in  his  bill. 
[Cresg  v.  Beavan]      -    -     .     99 

See  Costs,  2. — SoLiciToa,  1. 

PLEADING. 

1.  On  the  5th  December  1839.  an 
information    relating    to    a    free- 
school,  to  which  the  master  and 
usher  were  two  of  the  defendants, 
was  heard,  but  judgment  was  re- 
served.    Shortly    afterwards,    the 
master  and  usher  resigned,  and  a 
new  master  and  usher  were   ap« 
pointed.    In  November  1 840  judg- 
ment   was    pronounced,    but   the 
decree   was    not  drawn   up.      In 
March   following,  an  original  in- 
formation in  the  nature  of  a  sup- 
plemental one,  was  filed  against 
the  new  master  and  usher,  praying 
the  same  relief  against  them  as 
was  prayed  by  the  former  informa- 
tion, and  as  the  informant  would 
have  been  entitled  to  against  their 
predecessors.     In  May  following, 
the  minutes  of  the  decree  on  the 
prior  information,  were  finally  set- 
tled ;  and,  under  an  order,  to  which 
the  new  master  and  usher  were  not 
parties,  the  decree  was  dated  the 
5th  of  December  1839.     In  Ja- 
nuary 1842  the  new  master  and 
usher  put  in  their  answer,  stating 
new  matter,  in  order  to  show  that 
the  relief  prayed  by  the  informa- 
tion against  them,  ought  not  to  be 
granted.     Held  that  they  were  at 
liberty  so  to  do ;  and,  consequently, 
that  their  answer  was  not  imper- 
tinent.   [The  Attorney'Oeneral  v. 

Foster] 282 

2.  The  plaintiflF  amended  his  bill  after 
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the  defendant  had  answered  it. 
The  amendments  changed  the  na- 
ture of  the  case.  Held  that  the 
defendant  might  demur  to  the 
amended  bill,  although  he  had  an- 
swered that  which  was  part  of  the 
formal  groundwork  both  of  the  new 
and  of  the  original  case.  [Cresy  v. 
Beavan]     --..--     354 

3.  After  a  cause  had  proceeded  so 
far  that  the  bill  could  not  be 
amended,  the  plaintiff,  without  the 
leave  of  the  Court,  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill  stating  facts,  all  of 
which  existed  before  the  original 
bill  was  filed, but  which,  he  alleged, 
he  had  only  recently  discovered. 
The  statements  and  prayer  of  the 
supplemental  bill,  were  in  accor- 
dance with  the  statements  and 
prayer  of  the  original  bill.  An  ob- 
jection, made  at  the  hearing ^  that 
the  supplemental  bill  had  been  irre- 
gularly filed,  was  overruled.  If  a 
supplemental  bill  is  irregularly 
filed,  the  defendant  ought  either 
to  demur  to  it,  or  to  move  that  it 
may  be  taken  off  the  file.  [Ranger 
v.  The  Great  Western  Railway 
Company] 368 

4.  The  30th  general  order  of  August 
1841,  applies  to  those  cases  only 
in  which  trustees  have  a  present, 
absolute  power  to  sell  real  estate  : 
and  the  32d  order  does  not  apply  to 
a  case  in  which  there  is  only  one 
principal  and  one  surety.  [Lloydv. 
Smith] 457 

5.  If  a  person  entitled  to  an  annuity 
payable  out  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate  and  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  his  real  estate,  files  a 
bill  for  the  administration  of  the 
whole  of  the  testator's  property,  all 
the  other  annuitants  and  legatees 
must  be  made  parties,  notwith- 
Atanding  the  receipts  of  the  trustees 


are    made    sufficient    discharges. 
[Miller  y.  Huddlestone]       -     467 

6.  A  judgment  creditor,  who  had  ob- 
tained possession  of  his  debtor's 
estates  under  an  elegit,  filed  a  bill, 
after  the  debtor's  death,  against 
his  devisee,  claiming  to  have  a 
charge  on  the  estates,  under  1  & 
2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  and  praying  to  have 
the  debt  rabed  and  paid  out  of  the 
estates.  I'he  defendant,  in  her 
answer,  claimed  the  estates,  not  as 
devisee,  but  under  a  conveyance 
executed  by  the  debtor,  in  his  life- 
time. The  plaintiff,  instead  of 
amending  his  bill,  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill  against  the  defendant, 
praying  that  the  conveyance  might 
be  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and 
void,  as  against  him,  and  also  that 
an  ejectment  to  recover  possession 
of  the  estates,  which  the  defendant 
had  brought  shortly  before  she  put 
in  her  answer  to  the  original  bill, 
might  be  stayed.  The  answer  to 
the  supplemental  Wl,  admitted,  in 
effect,  that  the  conveyance  was 
voluntary.  The  Court,  however, 
held  that,  as  that  admission  was 
made,  in  the  answer  to  the  supple- 
mental bill,  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  injunction.  [^Parker  y. 
Constable] 536 

7.  If,  in  an  administration  suit  insti- 
tuted by  the  next  of  kin  of  a  tes- 
tator at  his  death,  the  question  is 
whether  the  testator,  by  the  words, 
^*  my  next  of  kin,"  meant  his  next 
of  kin  at  his  death  or  at  a  future 
period,  not  only  the  executor,  but 
also  the  person  or  persons  who 
roay>  by  possibility,  be  the  next  of 
kin  at  that  period,  ought  to  be  made 
defendants.  [Urquhartv,  Urqu^ 
harf] 613 

8.  The  Court  will  not  decree  a  general 
account  and  administration  of  as- 
sets, in  a  suit  in  which  the  deceased 
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is  represented  by  an  administrator 
fui  litem  merely.    [Croft  v.  Water 

ton] 653 

See  Construction,  1.— .Waiver, 
1,2. 

POLICY  OF  INSURANCE. 

1.  Actual  notice  of  the  assignment 
of  a  policy  effected  with  the  Equi- 
table Assurance  Society,  is  neces- 
sary to  take  the  policy  out  of  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  assured. 
Duncanv.  Chamberlayiie,  reported 
ante,  Vol.  XI.  p.  123,  overruled. 
[  Thompson  v.  Speirs]     -     -     469 

2.  Notwithstanding  a  policy  of  in- 
surance may  have  been  effected 
with  a  mutual  insurance  company, 
express  notice  of  a  deposit  of  it  by 
way  of  equitable  mortgage,  must 
be  given,  to  the  company,  in  order 
to  take  it  out  of  the  order  and  dis- 
position of  the  depositor.  [Ex 
parte  Wilkinson]       -     -     -     475 

PORTIONS. 
See  Will,  4.  17. 

PORTRAIT. 

Testator  bequeathed  the  portraits  of 
himself,  of  his  grandfather  and 
grandmother,  of  his  mother  and  of 
the  Duke  of  Schomberg,  to  A.  B. 
The  testator  had  one  portrait  of 
himself,  one  of  his  grandfather  and 
grandmother  and  one  of  his  mother, 
and  a  three-quarters  portrait  and  a 
portrait  in  crayons  of  the  Duke  of 
Schomberg,  and  also  a  picture  in 
which  the  Duke  was  represented 
on  horseback,  with  a  battle  in  the 
distance.  Held  that  that  picture 
was  a  portrait  of  the  Duke,  and 
that  it  passed,  together  with  all  the 
9ther    portraits,    by   the   bequest. 


[The  Duke  of  Leeds  v.  Lord  Am- 
herst^    -    459 

POWER. 

1.  Testator  gave  7,000/.  stock  to 
trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  divi- 
dends to  his  son  for  life,  and,  after 
his  death,  to  pay  the  capital  and 
dividends  to  and  amongst  all  his 
children,  at  such  time  or  times,  age 
or  ages,  and  in  such  proportions, 
manner  and  form,  and  for  such  in- 
tents and  purposes  in  all  respects 
as  the  son  should  appoint ;  and,  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  pay  and 
divide  the  same  unto  and  equally 
amongst  all  the  children  as  they 
should  severally  attain  21,  and,  in 
the  meantime,  to  apply  the  divi- 
dends for  their  maintenance  as  the 
trustees  should  think  fit.  The  son, 
by  his  will,  directed  that  the  stock 
should  not  be  divided  amongst  his 
children  until  their  mother's  death, 
and  that  she  should  receive  the  di" 
vidends  during  her  life,  and  apply 
the  same,  in  the  exercise  of  her 
sound  discretion,  for  the  best  inte- 
rest and  advantage  of  his  children^ 
and  that,  on  her  death,  the  capital 
should  be  divided  amongst  the  chil- 
dren in  certain  proportions.  The 
son  left  eleven  children,  some  of 
whom  were  adult.  Held  that  the 
son's  will  was  not  a  good  execution 
of  the  power,  so  far  as  it  directed 
the  dividend^  of  the  stock  to  be 
paid  to  his  wife  during  her  life. 
[Chester  v.  Chadwick]  -     -     102 

2.  Under  a  marriage  settlement,  the 
husband  and  wife,  having  power  to 
appoint  10,000/.  amongst  all  their 
younger  children,  but  in  such  shares 
as  they  should  think  fit,  appointed 
the  whole,  in  different  sums  and  at 
different  times,  to  four  of  the 
younger  children,  to  the  exclusion 
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of  the  rest.  Held  that  the  three 
first  appointments  were  good,  and 
only  the  last,  void.  [Young  v. 
Lord  Waterpark]      -     -     -     202 

3.  A  married  lady,  having  power, 
under  her  settlement,  to  dispose  of 
real  and  penM>nal  property,  to  which 
ber  husband  was  entitled  for  his 
life;  and  her  husband  having 
agreed,  subsequently  to  the  mar- 
riage, that  certain  other  personal 
property  should  be  disposed  of  by 
her  in  such  manner  as  she  thought 
proper,  made  a  will  commencing  as 
follows  :  ''  i  Ann  B.,  the  wife  of 
W.  B.,  by  the  authority  of  my 
marriage  articles^  do  make  this  my 
last  will  and  testament.  Whereas 
my  husband  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  es> 
tates,  both  real  and  personal,  dur- 
ing his  life:  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  myself  and  my  husband, 
I  do  hereby  give  &c.''  The  testa- 
trix then  proceeded  to  dispose  of 
the  property  comprised  in  her  set- 
tlement :  and,  after  appointing  ex- 
ecutors, she  gave  all  the  rest,  resi- 
due^ and  remainder  of  her  property , 
both  real  and  personal,  to  G.  H. 
Held  that  the  will  was  an  appoint- 
ment of  the  property  comprised  in 
the  post-nuptial  ag^reement,  as  well 
as  of  that  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment. [Harrington  v.  Harring- 
ton]        318 

4.  Testatrix  having  a  testamentary 
power  of  appointment  in  favour  of 
her  children,  over  certain  sums  of 
stock  standing  in  the  names  of  A. 
and  B.  as  trustees,  gave  and  be- 
queathed, and,  by  virtue  of  every 
power  enabling  her  in  that  behaff^ 
appointed  all  the  property  of  or  to 
which  she  was  then,  or,  at  the  time 
of  her  death,  should  or  might  be 
possessed  or  entitled  or  have  power 
to  diepose,  to  A.  and  B.  upon  trust. 


after  payment  of  her  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses^ 
to  invest  the  residue  thereof,  in 
their  names,  in  the  funds,  or  upon 
government  or  real  security,  and 
she  then  declared  trusts  in  favour 
of  her  children.  She  died  pos- 
sessed of  personal  estate  more  than 
sufiicient  to  pay  her  debts  and  fu- 
neral and  testamentary  expenses. 
Held  that  her  will  was  not  an  ex- 
ercise of  the  power.  [Clogsioim 
V.  Walcott] 523 

See  Jointure. — ^Trust* 

PRACTICE. 

1.  A.,  B.  and  C.  being  entitled  to  a 
sum  of  money  in  the  Bank,  peti- 
tioned that  it  might  be  paid,  not 
to  themselves,  but  to  their  bankers. 
An  order  was  made  according  to 
the  prayer.  [In  the  Matter  of  the 
Warwick  and  Leamington  Rail- 
way Company]       -     -     -     -     31 

2.  A  subpcena  served,  under  the  fo- 
reign process  Act,  on  a  defendant 
resident  abroad,  is  duly  served 
within  the  eighth  General  Order 
of  August  1841 ;  and,  if  he  does 
not  appear,  the  plaintiff  may  cause 
an  appearance  to  be  entered  for 
him  and  proceed  to  take  the  bill 
pro  confesso.    [Flight  v.  Camac'] 

32 

3.  The  Court  may  permit  a  cause  to 
be  set  down  for  argument  on  an 
objection  for  want  of  parties  after 
the  14  days  allowed  for  that  pur- 
pose by  the  39th  Order  of  August 
1841  have  expired.  [Cockburn  v. 
Tolson] 188 

4.  Biddings  opened  on  an  advance  of 
60  /.  on  430  /.    [Bourn  v.  Bourn^ 

189 

5.  A  writ  of  Ne  exeat,  granted  under 
the    circumstances    of   the    case. 
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though  not  prayed  for  by  the  bill. 
[Bamed  v.  Laing]     -     -     -     255 

6.  Order  made,  on  petition  without 
suit,  for  a  reference  to  approve  of 
a  guardian  and  maintenance  for  an 
infant  having  150/.  a  year  arising 
from  land.  [Ex  parte  Angell]  258 

7.  After  a  cause  had  proceeded  so  far 
that  the  bill  could  not  be  amended, 
the  plaintiff,  without  the  leave  of 
the  Court,  filed  a  supplemental 
bill  stating  facts,  all  of  which  ex- 
isted before  the  original  bill  was 
filed,  but  which,  he  alleged,  he 
had  only  recently  discovered.  The 
statements  and  prayer  of  the  sup- 
plemental bill,  were  ia  accordance 
with  the  statements  and  prayer  of 
the  original  bill.  An  objection, 
made  at  the  hearing,  that  the 
supplemental  bill  had  been  irre- 
gularly filed,  was  overruled.  If 
a  supplemental  bill  is  irregularly 
filed,  the  defendant  ought  either  to 
demur  to  it,  or  to  move  that  it  may 
be  taken  off  the  file.  [^Ranger  v. 
The  Great  Western  Railway  Com- 
pany']   -------     368 

8.  Guardian  ad  litem,  appointed  to 
infants,  under  special  circum- 
stances, without  a  commission  or 
their  appearing  in  Court.  [67t7/- 
welly.  Blair]      -     -     .     -     399 

9.  A  defendant,  against  whom  a  sub- 
poena was  prayed  when  he  should 
come  within  the  jurisdiction,  re- 
mained out  of  the  jurisdiction  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause.  Held 
that  the  form  of  praying  the  sub- 
poena, was  no  objection  to  the  bill 
being  taken  pro  confesso  against 
him.     {Flight  v.  Camac]    -     413 

10.  A  supplemental  bill  may  be  filed 
after  replication,  without  the  leave 
of  the  Court,  in  order  to  state 
matters  which  occurred  before  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill,  but  were 


not  discovered  until  after  replica- 
tion.    [  Walford  y^  Pemberton] 

441 

11.  A.,  B.  and  C.  had  been  copartners 
in  the  working  of  certain  collieries. 
That  copartnership  having  deter- 
mined, and  a  new  copartnership 
having  been  formed  between  C,  D. 
and  £.,  the  plaintiff,  in  a  suit  re- 
lating to  the  affairs  of  the  late  co- 
partnership, to  which  €•  was  a 
party,  served  D.  and  £.  and  the 
agent  of  their  firm  (none  of  whom 
were  parties  to  the  suit),  with  a 
subpcena  dvces  tecum,  requiring 
them  to  produce  certain  books  of 
the  late  firm  ;  and  abo  moved  that 

C.  might  be  ordered  to  concur,  with 

D.  and  £.,  in  producing  the  books, 
or  causing  them  to  be  produced, 
and  to  give  or  join  in  giving  such 
directions  to  D.  and  £.  and  the 
agent,  as  should  be  necessary  to 
enable  or  authorize  them  to  obey 
the  subpoena.  The  Court  refused 
the  motion  with  costs.  [Stuart 
V.  Lord  Bute]       ....     453 

12.  An  order  to  amend  as  the  plain- 
tiffs may  be  advised,  does  not  au- 
thorize the  names  of  co-plaintiffs 
to  be  struck  out.  [  Sloggett  v.  Col- 
lins]       45t) 

13.  An  appearance  cannot  be  entered 
for  a  defendant  to  an  amended 
bill,  under  the  29th  order  oi  May 
1845,  where  the  subpoena  has  been 

•  served    upon   his   solicitor.     [The 
Marquis  of  Hertford  v.  Suist^e] 

489 

14.  Where  the  subpoena  to  appear 
and  answer  had  been  served  in 
August  1845,  the  Court  refused  to 
allow  an  appearance  to  be  entered 
under  the  29th  order  of  May  1845, 
on  a  motion  without  notice. 
[Walker  Y.  Hurst]     -     -     -     490 

15.  Memorandum  of  serving  copy 
bill,  allowed  to  be  entered  after  the 
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orders  of  May  1 845,  were  in  opera- 
tion, although  the  service  would 
have  been  bad,  if  made  after  those 
orders  took  effect.      [Feltham  v. 

Clarke] 491 

16.  Replication  filed  in  July  1845; 
in  November  following  defendant 
moved  to  dismiss.  After  notice 
Berved,  but  before  motion  made, 
plaintiff  filed  subpcena  to  rejoin. 
Heldy  that  though  the  replication 
was  filed  before  the  new  orders  of 
May  1845y  took  effect,  the  filing 
of  the  subpoena  to  rejoin,  was  a 
nullity,  under  the  93d  of  those  or- 
ders :  but  the  Court  refused  to  grant 
the  motion;  and  ordered  a  fresh 
replication  to  be  filed  without  de- 
lay •     [Lave  II  V.  Blew]  -     -     492 

17.  Replication  was  filed  before  the 
orders  of  May  1845,  took  effect. 
No  proceeding  having  been  taken 
within  three  terms  after  replication 
filed,  the  defendant  moved  to  dis- 
miss according  to  the  old  practice. 
The  new  orders  of  May  1845,  hav- 
ing come  into  operation  in  the 
meantime,  the  Court  ordered  the 
plaintiff  to  file  a  fresh  replication. 
[Routledgc  v.  Gibson]    -     -     493 

18.  The  undertaking  to  speed  is 
abolished  by  the  new  orders  of 
May  1845.     [Ibid.] 

19.  Notwitlistanding  a  defendant  has 
notice  of  an  order  to  amend  and 
for  him  to  answer  the  amendments 
and  exceptions  at  the  same  time, 
he  may  file  his  answer  at  any  time 
before  the  order  is  served.  [Pari- 
ente  v.  Bensusati]      -     -     -     522 

20.  Held,  on  a  motion  for  leave  to 
enter  a  memorandum  of  service  of 
copy  bill,  that  it  is  not  necessary 
for  plaintiff  to  swear  that  he  exa- 
mined the  copy  either  with  the 
office-copy  or  the  record.  An  afli- 
davit  that  he  believes  it  to  be  a  true 


copy,  is  sufficient.   [Legh  ▼•  Legh] 

590 

21.  The  Court  ib  functus  officio,  when 
it  has  confirmed  the  Master's  report 
sanctioning  the  draining  of  a  set- 
tled estate  under  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  55. 
What  remains  to  be  done  under  the 
Act,  is  to  be  done  by  the  Master 
and  not  by  the  Court.  [Ex  parte 
MUls] 591 

22.  After  decree,  a  commission  of 
lunacy  issued  against  the  plaintiff, 
who,  being  a  married  woman,  was 
suing  by  her  next  friend.  The 
Court,  on  the  application  of  her 
husband,  a  defendant,  stayed  the 
proceedings  in  the  suit,  until  the 
result  of  the  proceedings  under  the 
commission  was  known.  [Hartley 
y.  Gilbert] 596 

23.  An  order  for  setting  down  ex- 
ceptions to  a  report  of  insufficiency 
in  an  answer,  if  served  after, 
though  on  the  same  day,  as  an  or- 
der to  amend  and  for  defendant  to 
answer  the  amendments  and  ex- 
ceptions together,  is  irregular. 
[Zulueta  V.  Ardvuin]    -     -     631 

24.  The  plaintiff's  title  to  the  relief 
prayed,  depended  upon  A.  (whose 
adininistrat4)r  he  was)  having  sur- 
vived B.     The  answer  stated  that 
the    defendant  did  not  know  and 
could  not  set   forth,  whether  A. 
did  survive  B.,  or  whether  A.  was 
living  or  dead.     The  plaintiff,  in 
support  of  a  motion  for  a  receiver 
and   for    payment   into   Court   of 
money  in  the  defendant's  hands, 
produced  an  affidavit  to  prove  that 
A.  died  after  B.,  and  to  prove  also 
a  letter  alleged  to  have  been  writ- 
ten by  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff's  solicitor,  and  to  contain  an 
admission  of  the  fact.  The  answer 
denied    that   the  defendant  wrote 
the  letter,  but  added  that  it  might 
have  been  written  by  some  person 


INDEX. 


695 


ia  the  habit  of  being  about  him. 
Held  that  the  affidavit  was  not  sd- 
missible.       [Edwards    v.     Jones] 

632 

25.  A  defendant,  in  his  answer,  ad- 
mitted the  possession  of  documents 
relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill, 
except  the  question  whether  A. 
survived  B. :  which  was  the  ques- 
tion upon  which  the  plaintiff's 
title  to  the  relief  prayed,  depended. 
Held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
have    the     documents    produced. 

[Ibid.] 

26.  The  Court  will  not  order  money 
into  Court  if  the  title  of  the  party 
applying  is  at  all  doubtful.  Nei- 
ther will  it  order  a  fund  standing 
to  the  credit  of  a  cause  between 
A.  and  B.  to  be  transferred  to  the 
joint  credit  of  that  and  of  another 
cause,  in  which  it  is  claimed  by  C. 
adversely  to  both  A.  and  B. ;  un- 
less C.  has  a  perfectly  clear  title 
to  the  fund.  [St.  Victor  v.  Deve- 
reux] 641 

See  Costs,  2. — Solicitor,  1. 

PIUORITY  OF  INCUM- 
BRANCES. 

1,  The  Deptford  Pier  Company,  un- 
der the  powers  of  their  Act  of 
Parliament,  issued  debentures,  by 
which  they  mortgaged  their  tolls 
to  persons  who  had  lent  them  mo- 
ney for  the  purposes  of  their  under- 
taking. Two  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany, who  held  no  security  on  the 
tolls,  recovered  judgments,  in  ac- 
tions against  the  company  (which 
were  undefended),  for  the  debts 
due  to  them.  Whereupon  the  de- 
benture-creditors filed  a  bill  against 
them  and  the  company,  alleging  that 
they  themselves  had  the  first  charge 
on  the  lands  of  the  company,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  in   the  actions, 


who  colluded  with  the  directors  of 
the  company,  intended  to  sue  out 
e legits  and  to  take  possession  of 
the  lands  of  the  company;  and 
praying  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain them  from  so  doing,  and  for 
a  receiver  of  the  tolls.  A  demur- 
rer to  the  bill,  for  want  of  equity, 
was  allowed.  [Perkins  aiui  Others 
V.  The  Deptford  Pier  Company] 

277 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICA- 
TIONS. 

A,  was  employed,  by  the  attorney 
of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action,  to  col- 
lect evidence  for  the  plaintiff. 
Held  that,  although  A.  was  not  an 
attorney,  the  communications  made 
by  him,  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  at- 
torney, relating  to  the  evidence, 
were  privileged.  [Steele  v.  Stewart] 

633 

PRO  CONFESS©. 

A  defendant,  against  whom  a  sub- 
poena was  prayed  when  he  should 
come  within  the  jurisdiction,  re- 
mained out  of  the  jurisdiction  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause.  Held 
that  the  form  of  praying  the  sub- 
poena, was  no  objection  to  the  bill 
being  taken  pro  confesso  against 
him.  [Flight  v.  Camac'\  -  413 
See  Practice,  2. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 

].  A.,  B.  and  C.  had  been  copartners 
in  the  working  of  certain  collieries. 
That  copartnership  having  deter- 
mined, and  a  new  copartnership 
having  been  fonned  between  C,  D. 
and  E.,  the  plaintiff,  in  a  suit  re- 
lating to  the  affairs  of  the  late  co- 
partnership, to  which  C.  was  a 
party,  served  D.  and  £.,  and  the 
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agent  of  their  firm,  none  of  urhoin 
were  parties  to  the  suit,  with  usub- 
pcena  duces  tecum^  requiring  them 
to  produce  certain  hooka  of  the  lat« 
firm  ;  and  also  moved  that  C.  might 
he  ordered  to  concur,  with  D.  and 
£.,  in  producing  the  hooks,  or 
causing  them  to  he  produced,  and 
to  gire  or  join  in  giving  such  direc- 
tions to  D.  and  E.  and  the  ag-crtt, 
as  should  he  necessary  to  enable 
or  authorize  them  to  ohey  the  Eub^ 
posna.  The  Court  refused  the  mo- 
tion with  coats.  [Stuart  v.  Lord 
Bute] 453 

2.  A  defendant,  in  his  answer,  ad- 
mitted the  possession  of  docunicn  ta 
relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill, 
except  the  question  whether  A. 
survived  B. :  which  was  the  ques- 
tion apon  which  the  plaintiff's 
title  to  the  relief  prayed,  depended. 
Held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
have  the  documents  produced.  [Ed- 
wards V.  Jones]   -     -     -     -     C32 

3.  A.  was  employed,  by  the  attorney 
of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action,  to  col- 
lect evidence  for  the  plaintiff.  Held 
that,  although  A.  was  not  an  attor- 
ney, the  communications  maiie  by 
him,  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  attor- 
ney, relating  to  the  evidence,  were 
privileged.  [Steele  v.  Stewart]  533 

4.  It  is  no  answer  to  a  motion  for 
production  of  documents  in  the 
custody  of  a  defendant,  that  they 
tend  to  support  an  indictment  pcnd" 
ing  against  the  defendant,  for  per^ 
jury  committed  in  the  cause.  [Rice 
V.  Gordon] 580 

PROTECTOR  OF  SETTLE* 

MKNT. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 
See  Gaming. 


PURCHASE  FOR  VALUABLE 
CONSIDERATION. 

By  a  marriage  settlement,  an  estate, 
the  property  of  the  wife,  was  li- 
mited, in  default  of  children  of  the 
wife,  to  trustees  in  trust  to  sell  and 
divide  the  proceeds  amongst  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  the  wife. 
The  husband  agreed  to  sell  the 
estate ;  and  he  and  his  wife  joined 
in  conveying  it,  to  the  purchaser, 
by  deed  and  fine.  The  wife  died 
without  issue.  Held  that  the  limi* 
tation  in  favour  of  her  brothers 
and  sisters,  was  voluntary,  and, 
therefore,  void  as  against  the  pur- 
chaser. [Cotterell  v.  Homer]    506 

RECOVERY. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries. 

REMOTENESS. 

If  a  limitation  is  made  dependent  on 
the  happening  of  cither  of  two 
events,  one  of  which  is  too  remote, 
but  the  other  is  not ;  it  will  take 
effect  if  the  latter  event  happens. 
[Minterv.  Wraith]     .     -     -     52 

See  Perpetuity. 

RENT. 
See  Heir  and  Executor. 

REPORT. 

Two  suits  having  been  instituted  on 
behalf  of  the  same  infant  plaintiffs, 
it  was  referred,  to  the  Master,  to 
inquire  and  state  whether  the  bills 
were  for  the  same  matters,  and,  if 
so,  which  of  the  suits  it  would  be 
most  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants 
to  prosecute :  hut  the  order  did  not 
give  the  Ma  ter  liberty  to  state 
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special  circumstances.  The  Master 
reported  that  the  two  bills  were, 
substantially  f  for  the  same  matters, 
and  that  it  would  be  most  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infants  to  prosecute 
the  first  suit;  but  that,  as  the  same 
person  was  solicitor  both  for  the 
next  friend  and  for  the  defendants 
in  that  suit,  he  was  of  opinion  that 
some  other  solicitor  should  be  ap- 
pointed for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that 
part  of  the  funds  in  the  cause, 
which  were  then  in  a  country  bank, 
should  be  brought  into  Court.  Held 
that  the  Master  had  given  a  gua* 
lified  answer  to  the  question  re- 
ferred to  him,  and  added  sugges- 
tions which  he  was  not  at  liberty 
to  make ;  and,  therefore  it  was 
referred  back  to  him  to  review  his 
report.     \Gandert(m  v.  Gander ton\ 

182 

RESULTING  TRUST. 

Testator  devised  all  his  freehold  es- 
tates to  his  most  dutiful  and 
respectful  nephew,  E.  E.  '*  upon 
the  trusts  and  for  the  uses  follow- 
ing ;**  but  did  not  declare  any  use 
or  trust  except  as  to  one  of  his 
estates.  Held,  from  the  context  of 
the  will  and  a  codicil  thereto,  that 
there  was  no  resulting  trust  in 
favour  of  his  son  and  heir,  as  to 
any  part  of  his  estates.  [Hughes 
V,  Evans]  ------     496 

REVOCATION. 

1.  Testator  drew  two  cheques,  on 
his  banker,  in  favour  of  two  of  hh 
servants,  and  delivered  them,  to 
the  servants,  with  directions  to 
present  them  after  his  death. 
About  a  year  afterwards,  he  made 
a  testamentary  instrument,  by 
which,    afler    giving  legacies   to 


different  persons,  and  an  annuity 
to  each  of  the  two  servants,  he 
bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  per- 
sonal estate  to  A.  B.,  and  revoked 
any  former  will  or  codicil  by  him 
made,  and  declared  that  instru- 
ment to  be  his  last  will.  The  three 
paper-writings  were  admitted  to 
probate  as  constituting,  together, 
the  testator*s  last  will.  Held  that, 
though  the  Court  of  Chancery 
was  bound  to  consider  the  amounts 
of  the  cheques  as  legacies,  they 
were  revoked  by  the  subsequent 
instrument.    [WaUhy,  Gladstone] 

261 
2.  A.  being  seised  in  fee  of  an  estate 
subject  to  a  term  for  raising  5,000  /. 
for  B.,  made  a  devise,  in  general 
terms,  sufBcient  to  comprise  the 
estate.  Afterwards,  part  of  the 
estate  was  sold,  for  the  remainder 
of  the  term,  for  7,600/.  under  a 
decree  for  raising  the  6,000  /. ;  and 
A.  sold  the  reversion,  to  the  pur- 
chaser, for  a  further  sum  ;  and  an 
assignment  and  conveyance  were 
made  to  complete  the  sales/  The 
5  000  /.  was  paid,  to  B.,  out  of  the 
7,600  /. ;  but  the  surplus  remained 
in  Court,  until  long  after  A.'8 
death.  Held  that,  as  an  excessive 
sale  had  been  made  under  the 
decree,  the  surplus  of  the  money 
raised,  retained  the  character  of 
real  estate,  and  that,  notwith- 
standing the  assignment  and  con- 
veyance, the  devise  remained  unre- 
voked with  respect  to  it.  [Jermy 
v.  Preston] 356 

See  Conversion. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

A.  filed  an  original  bill  against  B., 
and  B.  filed  a  cross-bill  against  A. 
and  others.  They  all  moved  that 
B.   might  give   security  for  the 
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costs  of  the  cross-suit.  Motion 
refused.  But  leave  was  given  to 
the  co-defendants  with  A.  who 
were  not  parties  to  the  original 
suity  to  move  that  B.  might  give 
security  for  the  sosts  of  the  cross- 
suit.     [SloggeU  Y.  Viant]    -     187 

SEPARATE  PROPERTY. 

A  married  lady  became  entitled  to  an 
estate  for  her  separate  use,  under 
her  grandfather's  will;  and  she 
and  her  husband  joined  in  ap- 
pointing a  person  to  receive  the 
rents,  as  their  agent ;  who,  by  the 
husband's  direction,  paid  them  to 
an  account  opened  by  him  with 
H.  &  Co.,  the  bankers  of  his 
wife's  family ;  and  he  drew  cheques 
on  H.  &  Co.  for  sums,  some  of 
which  he  applied  for  his  own  pur- 
poses, and  the  rest  to  keep  down 
the  Interest  of  incumbrances  on 
the  estate.  At  the  husband's 
dea*h,  a  large  balance  remained 
in  the  hands  of  H.  &  Co.,  which 
they  transferred  to  the  account  of 
his  executors ;  and  his  wife,  who 
was  his  sole  executrix,  drew  on 
H.  &  Co.  in  that  character,  and 
died  about  ten  months  after  her 
husband.  Held  that  the  balance 
belonged  not  to  her,  but  to  her 
husband's  estate.  Beresford  v 
The  Archbishop  of  Armagh]     643 

SERVICE  OF  COPY  BILL. 
See  New  Orders,  6,  9. 

SETTLEMENT. 
A  married  woman,  having  a  life- 
interest  in  a  fund,  was  living  with 
and  was  maintained  by  her  hus- 
band, but  out  of  her  own  income, 
and  in  a  manner  very  inadequate 
to  it ;    and  he  was  in   very  em- 


barrassed circymstances,  and  had 
no  means  of  support  except  his 
wife's  income.  The  Court  never- 
theless refused  to  order  a  portion 
of  it  to  be  settled  to  the  wife's 
separate  use.    [  Vaughan  v.  Buck] 

404 

5cc  Construction,  11. — Legact,9. 
— Marriage  Settlement. 

SHIFTING  CLAUSE, 

See  Construction,  7,  8. 

SOLICITOR. 

The  solicitor  employed  by  the  next 
friend  in  an  infant's  suit,  having 
given  a  notice  of  motion  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs,  one  of  the  plain- 
tiffs who  had  come  of  age,  but  had 
not  disavowed  the  suit  or  obtained 
an  order  to  change  his  solicitor, 
employed  another  solicitor  to  op- 
pose the  motion  on  his  behalf. 
Held  that  the  counsel  instructed 
by  that  solicitor,  were  not  entitled 
to  be  heard.  [Swift  v.  Graze- 
brook] 185 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 
6'ee  Assets. — Legacy,?. — Will,  14. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

A  lease  of  mines  contained  a  co- 
venant that,  if  the  lessor  should, 
at  any  time  before  the  expi" 
ration  or  determination  of  the 
lease,  give  notice,  in  writing,  to 
the  lessee,  of  his  desire  to  take 
all  or  any  part  of  the  machinery, 
stock  in  trade,  implements  &;c.  in 
or  about  the  mines,  then  the  lessee 
would,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  deliver  the  articles  specified 
in  the  notice,  to  the  lessor,  on  his 
paying  the   value   of  them,  such 
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value  to  be  ascertained  in  the  man- 
ner therein  mentioned.  Held  that 
the  covenant  was  so  injurious  and 
oppressive,  to  the  lessee,  that  the 
Court  ought  not  to  enforce  it,  or 
to  grant  an  injunction  to  prevent  a 
breach  of  it.  [Talbot  v.  Ford]  173 
See  Waiver,  1,  2. 

STAMP. 

The  interest  of  a  sum,  secured  by  a 
mortgage  of  tithes,  being  in  arrear, 
the  mortgagor  wrote  and  gave,  to 
the  mortgagee,  a  letter  to  the 
lessee  of  the  tithes,  desiring  him 
to  pay  tlie  sum  in  arrear,  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  to  charge  it,  to  the 
mortgagor,  in  settling  for  the  tithes 
of  the  current  year.  The  mort- 
gagor sent  the  letter  to  the  lessee, 
who  undertook  to  pay  the  amount 
within  a  certain  time.  The  pay- 
ment, however,  was  never  made. 
Held  that  the  letter  was  not  an  as- 
signment in  equity,  to  the  mort 
gagee,  of  a  debt  due  from  the  lessee 
to  the  mortgagor,  but  was  an  order 
for  payment  of  money,  which  could 
not  be  enforced,  because  it  was  not 
stamped.  [^Lord  Brayhrooke  v. 
Meredith] 271 

STAMP  ACT  {55  Geo.  3,  c.  184.) 
See  Charity,  2. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS 

(3&4  Will.  4,  c.  27.) 

Under  a  marriage  settlement,  a  term 
was  vested  in  trustees  for  raising 
10,000/.  for  the  younger  children  of 
the  marriage,  and,  subject  thereto, 
the  estates  were  limited  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male.  Much 
more  than  20  years  after  the 
10,000  /.  ought  to  have  been  raised 


and  paid,  the  younger  children  filed 
a  bill  to  have  that  sum  raised.  Held 
that  the  relation  of  trutiee^andces^Kt 
que  trust  existed  between  the  par- 
ties ;  and,  therefore,  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  which  enacts  that  mo- 
ney to  be  raised  out  of  land  shall  not 
be  recoverable  but  within  20  years 
next  after  a  right  to  receive  the 
same  shall  have  accrued  to  some 
person  capable  of  giving  a  receipt 
for  the  same,  did  not  apply.  [  Young 
V.  Lord  Waterpark]  -     -     -     204 

2.  If  husband  and  wife,  being  seised 
in  fee  in  right  of  the  wife,  convey 
to  a  purchaser,  by  deed  without 
fine:  the  wife,  if  she  survives,  and, 
if  not,  her  heir,  may,  on  the  hus- 
band's death,  recover  the  land,  not- 
withstanding the  purchaser  may 
have  been  in  possession  for  more 
than  forty  years.  [Jumpsen  v. 
Pitchers] 327 

See  Acknowledgement  op  Title, 
—Title, 

STATUTES  (PROMISCUOUS). 
See  Construction  of  Statutes. 

STERLING  OR  CURRENCY. 

A  settlement  was  made  in  Ireland  of 
estates,  some  of  which  were  situate 
there,  and  the  rest  in  England,  by 
which  the  estates  were  limited  to 
trustees  for  a  term  of  years,  for  rais- 
ing, at  a  future  time,  10,000/.  for 
portions ;  and  interest  at  5/.  per  cent, 
was  to  be  raised,  out  of  the  rents, 
for  the  children*s  maintenance,  in 
the  meantime  ;  but  the  settlement 
was  silent  as  to  the  rate  of  interest 
on  the  portions  after  they  had 
become  payable.  Held  that  the 
10,000/.  must  be  raised  in  Irish 
currency ;  but  not  with  Irish  inte- 
rest (6/.  per  cent.),  but  at  4/.  per 
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cent.) ,  according  to  the  usual  course  I 
of  the  Court.  [Young  v.  Lordl 
IValerpark] 199 

SUBPOENA  TO  REJOIN. 
See  New  Orders,  7. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

See  Construction,  L — Practice, 
7.  10. 

SURETY. 

A.  made  a  mortgage  to  B.,  and,  bv 
the  same  deed,  A.  and  C,  his  surety, 
covenanted  for  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  money.  B.  recovered  the 
amount  from  C,  previously  to  which 
he  lent  a  further  sum  to  A.,  and 
took  a  further  charge  for  it  on  the 
mortgaged  property.  Held  that  C. 
could  not  compel  B.  to  assign  the 
mortgage  to  him,  unless  he  paid  off 
the  further  sum.  [WilHams  v. 
Owen] 597 

TACKING. 
See  Surety. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

1.  Estates  were  devised  to  A.  for  life, 
remainder  to  B.  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  sons  successively  in  tail 
male.  A.  and  B.,  during  the  in- 
fancy of  B.'s  eldest  son,  obtained 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  vesting  the 
estates  in  trustees  in  trust  to  sell. 
Held  that  A.  and  B.  must  covenant, 
with  the  purchaser,  for  the  title, 
[/n  re  London  Bridge  Acts]     \  76 

2.  If  settled  estates  are  sold  under  a 
power  to  sell  them  with  the  consent 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  he  must  co* 
venant  for  the  title.     [IM.] 


TKRM. 

See  Marriage  Settlement,  2.— 
Will,  11. 

TIMBER. 
Testator  devised  his  real  estates  o 
trustees  in  fee,  in  trust  for  T.  M. 
for  life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for 
all  the  children  of  T.  M.  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail,  with  remainders 
over,  and,  ultimately,  in  trust  for 
his  own  right  heirs:  and  he  be- 
queathed his  personal  estate  to  the 
trustees,  in  trust  for  Mary  B.  for 
life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for  all 
her  children  who  should  attain  21, 
with  remainders  in  trust  for  T.  M. 
and  his  children  in  like  manner : 
and  he  directed  that  the  timber  or 
wood  which  should  be  upon  his  real 
estates,  should  be,  from  time  to 
time,  made  use  of  for  repairing  the 
houses  thereon,  or  otherwise  for  the 
benefit  and  advantage  of  his  estates ; 
or  that  the  same  should  be  sold  and 
the  proceeds  applied  in  the  manner 
in  which  his  personal  estate  was 
thereinbefore  directed  to  be  applied. 
Held  that  the  direction  or  trust 
respecting  the  timber  and  wood  on 
the  estates,  was  not  perpetual,  but 
ceased  on  the  inheritance  vesting, 
in  possession,  in  adult  persons. 
{Silvester  v.  Bradley]  -     ^    ^     75 

TITHE  COMMUTATION  ACT. 

Pending  a  suit  for  tithes,  between 
a  rector  and  an  occupier  (in  which 
the  latter  set  up  a  modus),  the 
Tithe  Commutation  Act  passed; 
and,  in  the  course  of  the  proceed- 
ings under  it,  an  action  was  brought, 
in  pursuance  of  one  of  Us  enact' 
mentSf  by  the  rector  against  the 
landowner,  in  order  to  try  the  va- 
lidity of  the  modus.  At  the  trial, 
a  verdict  was  found   against  the 
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modus.  Held  thai  the  verdict  was 
adaiissible  as  evidence  against  the 
occupier,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  rector  was  entitled  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental bill  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  proceedings  at  law  in 
issue  in  his  suit  against  the  occu- 
pier ;  and  that  too  notwithstanding 
the  Act  enacts  that  nothing  therein 
contained  shall  affect  the  right  to 
any  tithes  become  due  before  the 
commutation.     \^Morris  v.  Ellis]  1 

TITLE. 

If  husband  and  wife,  being  seised  in 
fee  in  right  of  the  wife,  convey  to 
a  purchaser,  by  deed  without  fine  ; 
the  wife,  if  she  survives,  and,  if  not, 
her  heir,  may,  on  the  husband's 
death,  recover  the  land,  notwith- 
standing the  purchaser  may  have 
been  in  possession  for  more  than 
forty  years.    [Jumpsen  v.  Pitchers] 

327 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. — 
Waiver,  1,  2. 

TOLLS. 
See  Debenture-Creditors. 

TRUST. 

Testator  devised  his  real  estates  to  A., 
B.  and  C,  in  trust  that  they,  or 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  heirs  of  the  survivor,  should, 
as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be 
after  his  decease,  but  at  their  dis- 
cretion, sell  the  same:  and  he  em- 
powered them  and  their  heirs  to 
make  contracts  with  and  convey- 
ances to  the  purchasers :  and  de- 
clared that  the  receipts  of  them  or 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  heirs^  executors  or  adminis- 
trators of  such  survivor,  should  be 


good  discharges  to  the  purchasers : 
and  he  directed  that  they,  their 
heirs,  administrators,  and  assigns j 
should  hold  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  upon  certain  trusts.  A.  and 
B.  disclaimed,  and  C.  alone  acted. 
He  devised  the  estates  to  M.and  N. 
upon  the  trusts  affecting  the  same. 
After  his  death,  M.  and  N.  agreed 
to  sell  the  estates  to  P.  Held  that 
M.  and  N.  were  not  entitled  to 
execute  the  trust  for  sale,  as  they 
were  the  devisees  and  not  the  heirs 
of  C.   [Cooke  V.  Crawford]   -   91 

See  Perpetuity,  1.— Resultino- 

TRUST. 

TRUSTEE, 

If  an  estate  is  devised  to  A.  and  his 
heirs  upon  certain  trusts;  A.  ought 
not  to  devise  the  estate,  but  ought 
to  let  it  descend  to  his  heir.  If  he 
devises  it,  his  assets  ought  to  bear 
the  costs  of  getting  the  legal  estate 
out  of  his  devisee.  [Cooke  v.  Craw- 
ford] 91 

TURPIS  CONTRACTUS. 

See  Gaming.— Void  Instrument. 

UNCERTAINTY. 
See  Will,  8. 

UNDERTAKING  TO  SPEED. 

See  Practice,  18. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1 .  Testator  devised  his  real  estates  to 
A.,  B.  and  C,  in  trust  that  they,  or 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  heirs  of  the  survivor,  should, 
as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be 
after  his  decease,  but  at  their  dis- 
cretion, sell  the  same :  and  he  em- 
powered them  and  their  heirs  to 
make  contracts  with  and  convey- 
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ances  to  the  purchasers :  and  de- 
clared that  the  receipts  of  them  or 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  heirSf  executors  or  adminis- 
trators of  such  survivor,  should  be 
good  discharges  to  the  purchasers  : 
and  he  directed  that  they,  their 
heirsy  administrators  and  assigns, 
should  hold  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  upon  certain  trusts.  A  and 
B.  disclaimed,  and  C.  alone  acted. 
He  devised  the  estates  to  M.  and 
N.  apon  the  trusts  affecting  the 
same.  After  his  death,  M.andN. 
agreed  to  sell  the  estates  to  P. 
Held  that  M.  and  N.  were  not  en- 
titled to  execute  the  trust  for  sale, 
as  they  were  the  devisees  and  not 
the  heirs  of  C.  [Cooke  v.  Craw- 
ford]       91 

2.  Under  an  Inclosure  Act,  an  allot- 
ment had  been  made,  to  the  impro- 
priator, in  lieu  of  tithes ;  and  by 
the  Act,  the  tithes  were  to  cease 
on  the  allotment  being  made :  but 
the  Act  did  not  authorize  the  sale 
of  allotments  before  the  execution 
of  the  award.  In  the  interim,  the 
impropriator  agreed  to  sell  his  al- 
lotment for  700  /.,  to  be  paid  on  the 
25th  of  March  then  next,  on  a  good 
and  valid  title  being  made  and 
executed.  The  award  was  not 
made  until  several  years  after  the 
agreement ;  but  the  purchaser  had 
been,  all  along,  in  possession  of 
the  allotment.  The  Court  ordered 
him  to  pay  four  per  cent,  interest 
on  his  purchase -money  from  the 
25th  of  March  next  after  the  date 
of  agreement,  although  a  good  title 
could  not  be  made  until  the  award 
was  executed.  [Attorney-Gene- 
ral y.  Christ-Church]    -     -     214 

3.  A.  agreed  to  sell  an  estate  to  B. 
for  an  annuity,  and  B.  was  to  pay 
off  a  mortgage  to  which  the  estate 
was  subject.  Accordingly,  B.  exe- 


cuted a  deed,  by  which  he  granted 
the  annuity  to  A.  and  covenanted 
to  pay  it :  and,  by  a  conveyance  of 
even  date  but  executed  after  the 
annuity-deed,  after  reciting  the 
agreement  and  the  annuity-deed, 
A. and  the  mortgagee,  in  pursuance 
of  the  agreement,  and  in  consider- 
ation of  the  annuity  having  been 
so  granted  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage-money, 
conveyed  the  estate  to  B.  The 
annuity,  afterwards,  became  in 
arrear.  Held  that  A.  had  no  lien 
on  the  estate  for  the  annuity. 
[Bucklandv.  Pocknelt]     -      406 

4.  Before  answer  to  a  bill  for  specific 
performance,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
an  order  of  reference  as  to  title. 
The  defendant,  under  a  threat  of 
attachment,  put  in  his  answer,  in 
which  he  alleged  that  one  of  the 
conditions  of  sale  was  framed  with 
a  fraudulent  intent.  Held  that 
that  allegation  was  not  imperti- 
nent.   [Emery  v.  Pickering]    583 

5ctf  Agreement. — ^Tenant  for  Life, 
1,  2.— Voluntary  Settlement. 
— Waiver,  1,  2, 

VENUE. 

See  Injunction,  2. 

VESTING. 
Testator  directed  his  trustees  to  pay 
the  interest  of  2,500/.  to  his 
daughter  for  life,  for  her  separate 
use,  and,  after  her  death,  for  the 
maintenance  of  all  her  children 
until  they  should  attain  21,  and 
then  the  principal  to  be  equally 
divided  amongst  her  said  children ; 
and,  if  his  daughter  should  die 
without  leaving  a  child,  then  that 
the  principal  should  be  divided 
amongst  all  his  own  children  then 
living.  The  daughter  had  children, 
but  they  all  died  under  2h     Held, 
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nevertheless,  that  the  legacy  vested 
in  them.     [Parker  v.   Oolding] 

418 

VESTING  AND  DIVESTING. 

See  Will,  3,  4.  9. 

VOID  INSTRUMENT. 

The  plaintiff  cohabited  with  M.  S.,  a 
married  woman  ;  and,  in  consider- 
ation of  her  agreeing  to  continue 
to  cohabit  with  him,  he  executed  a 
deed  whereby,  *^  for  the  considera- 
tion therein  mentioned,*'  he  gpranted 
to  a  trustee  for  her,  an  annuity  to 
commence  on  his  death,  marriage, 
or  withdrawing  his  protection  from 
her ;  and  covenanted  to  charge  any 
land  that  he  should  become   pos- 
sessed of,  with  the  annuity :  and, 
for  further  securing  the  annuity, 
he  executed  a  bond,  in  the  penalty 
of  1,000/.,  to  the  trustee,  and  g^ve 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up 
judgment  against  him  on  the  bond ; 
and   judgment  was    entered    up, 
against  him,   at   the   suit  of  the 
trustee,    for    1,000/.    and    costs. 
Some  years  afterwards,  the  plaintiff 
married,  previously   to   which  he 
had  put  an  end  to  his  intercourse 
with  M.  S.  ;  and,  having  been  ad- 
vised that   the   annuity-deed   and 
collateral  securities,  which  he  stated 
to  have  been  obtained  from  him  for 
the  consideration  of  fiiture  cohabi- 
tation, were  not  binding  upon  him, 
he  refused  to  pay  the  annuity.     In 
consequence  of  which,  M.  S.,  in 
the  trustee's  name,  brought  an  ac- 
tion against  him,  on  the  judgment. 
The  bill  prayed  that  the  annuity- 
deed  and  collateral  securities  might 
be  declared  void  and  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  the 
trustee  might  enter  up  satisfaction 
on  the  judgment,  and  that  the  ac- 
VOL.  XJII. 


tion  might  be  stayed.  The  trustee 
put  in  a  general  demurrer,  which 
was  allowed.     [Smyth  v.  Griffin] 

245 


VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

By  a  marriage  settlement,  an  estate, 
the  property  of  the  wife,  was  limi- 
ted, in  default  of  children  of  the 
wife,  to  trustees  in  trust  to  sell  and 
divide  the  proceeds  amongst  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  the  wife. 
The  husband  agreed  to  sell  the  es- 
tate ;  and  he  and  his  wife  joined 
in  conveying  it,  to  the  purchaser, 
by  deed  and  fine.  The  wife  died 
without  issue.  Held  that  the  limi- 
tation in  favour  of  her  brothers  and 
sbters,  was  voluntary,  and,  there- 
fore, void  as  against  the  purchaser. 
[Cotterell  y.  Homer]      -     -    506 

WAIVER. 

1.  Conditions  of  sale  stipulated  that 
the  sale  should  be  completed  on  a 
certain  day ;  and  that  objections  to 
the  title  not  made  within  21  days 
from  the  delivery  of  the  abstract, 
should  be  considered  as  waived; 
and  that,  if  the  purchaser  should 
not  comply  with  the  conditions,  hifl 
deposit  should  be  forfeited,  and  the 
vendor  be  at  liberty  to  resell  the 
property.  The  purchaser  did  not 
deliver  his  objections  until  several 
weeks  after  the  expiration  of  the 
21  days,  and  after  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  completing  the  pur- 
chase :  the  vendor's  solicitor,  how- 
ever, received  them,  and  entered 
into  a  long  correspondence  with 
the  purchaser  on  the  subject  of 
them,  but  without  coming  to  a 
satisfactory  conclusion.  Finally, 
the  vendor  resold  the  property  (but 
at  a  less  price),  notwithstanding 
3  B 
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the  purchaser  protested  against  the 
resale,  and  gave  notice,  to  the 
vendor,  of  his  intention  to  file  a 
bill  to  enforce  his  contract.  About 
six  months  afterwards  he  filed  his 
bill,  making  the  auctioneer  and  the 
purchaser  at  the  resale,  to  whom 
he  had,  some  months  before,  given 
notice  of  his  prior  contract,  co- 
defendants  to  it.  The  Court  held 
that  the  benefit  of  the  conditions 
had  been  waived  by  the  vendor's 
solicitor,  and  decreed  a  specific 
performance,  with  a  reference  to 
the  Master  as  to  title,  and  dismissed 
the  bill,  with  costs,  as  against  the 
auctioneer,  because  he  denied  that 
he  had  ever  intended  to  part  with 
the  deposit,  and^  without  costs  as 
against  the  purchaser  at  the  resale, 
who  claimed  the  benefit  of  his  con- 
tract if  the  Court  should  think  that 
the  plaintiff's  ought  not  to  be  per* 
formed.  [Cutts  v.  Thodey]  206 
2.  Where  objections  to  title  are  to  be 
considered  as  waived,  unless  made 
within  a  certain  time  after  the  de- 
livery of  the  abstract :  Qu.  whe- 
ther that  condition  can  be  insisted 
on,  if  the  abstract  is  very  defective. 
[Ilnd.] 

WARD  OF  COURT. 
See  Infant,  6. 

WILFUL  NEGLECT  OR 
DEFAULT. 

Neglect  or  default  may  be  wilful, 
though  it  may  have  been  uninten- 
tional and  have  arisen  from  forget- 
fulness.     [Elliott  v.  Turner]   477 

WILL. 

1.  Testatrix  gave,  to  the  eldest  son  of 

her  daughter  who  should  be  living 

at  her  own  decease,  ten  guineas, 

and  added  that  she  left   him   no 


larger  sum,  because  he  would  have  a 
handsome  provision  from  the  estate 
of  her  late  husband  and  the  estate 
of  his  own  father  (who  was  still 
alive):  and  she  gave  the  residue 
of  her  property  to  all  the  children 
of  her  daughter,  except  the  daugh- 
ter's eldest  son,  or  such  of  her  sons 
as,  by  the  death  of  an  elder  brother, 
should  become  an  eldestson,  equally 
to  be  divided  amongst  them  when 
the  youngest  should  attain  twenty- 
one.  The  daughter's  eldest  son 
was  provided  for  in  the  manner 
mentioned ;  but  he  died  before  the 
youngest  child  attained  twenty-one, 
and  ti^e  provision  did  not  devolve 
upon  the  daughter's  second  son. 
Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  latter 
was  excluded  from  participating  in 
the  residue.  [Livese^y.Livesey]  33 

'.  Testator  directed  his  trustees  to 
sell  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
and  to  pay  the  interest  of  the  pro- 
ceeds to  his  daughter  for  life,  and, 
after  her  death,  to  assign  the  prin- 
cipal and  the  parts  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate  remaining  unsold  (if 
any)  to  her  children^  when  they 
should  attain  21 ;  and,  if  his  daugh- 
ter should  die  without  leaving  issue, 
or  leaving  issue,  all  of  them  should 
die  under  21  and  without  issue, 
then  to  assign  the  proceeds  and 
the  parts  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  remaining  unsold  (if  any)  to 
his  personal  representcUives,  his, 
her  or  their  heirs,  executors,  admi- 
nistrators and  assigns.  The  daugh- 
ter, who  was  the  testator's  next  of 
kin  at  his  death ,  died  without  having 
had  a  child.  Held  that,  by  '*  issue," 
the  testator  meant,  '^children ;"  and 
that  the  persons  who  were  his  next 
of  kin  at  his  daugktet's  deaths 
were  entitled  under  the  ultimate 
trust.    [Minter  v.  Wraith"]  -     52 

.  Testator  directed  the  rents  of  his 
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estates  to  be  accumulated  for  five 
years :  **  at  the  end  of  which  time 
I  leave  as  follows :  to  H.  G.  200  /. ; 
and  to  W.  B.,  W,  C,  E.  M.,  or  as 
many  as  are  living ^  100/.  each: 
and  to  M.  N.,  S.  H.,  S.  S.,  or  as 
many  as  are  then  living,  50/.  each : 
and  the  same  sum  to  be  given  at 
the  expiration  of  ten  years  from 
the  time  of  my  death,  and  ditto  at 
the  end  of  ten  and  fifteen  and 
twenty  years  from  my  death  "  Two 
of  the  legatees  died  between  the 
end  of  the  tenth  and  the  fifteenth 
years  after  the  testator's  death, 
having  received  the  payments 
which  became  due  to  them  at  the 
end  of  the  fifth  and  tenth  years. 
Held  that  the  rights  of  the  legatees 
named  in  the  will,  to  receive  the 
payments,  were  contingent  on  their 
surviving  the  times  of  payment, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  execu- 
tors of  the  then  deceased  legatees 
could  not  claim  any  payment  at  the 
end  of  the  fifteenth  year.  [  Bruce  v. 

Charlton^ 65 

4.  Testator  bequeathed  his  residuary 
estate  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay 
the  interest  to  his  niece  for  life, 
and  directed,  that,  after  her  death, 
the  trustees  should  pay,  apply, 
transfer  and  dispose  of  the  residue 
amongst  her  children,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them,  share  and 
share  alike,  to  be  paid  to  sons  at 
21,  and,  to  daughters  at  that  age 
or  on  their  marriage  :  and  he  em- 
powered the  trustees,  after  his 
niece's  decease  or  in  her  lifetime 
with  her  consent,  to  raise,  pay  and 
apply,  for  the  preferment  and 
advancement  of  any  of  her  children, 
all  or  any  part  of  their  presumptive 
portions  under  the  trusts  aforesaid. 
Held  that  there  was  no  gift  to  the 
children  except  in  the  direction  to 
pay  to  them,  and,  therefore,  their 


portions  did  not  vest  in  them  until 
such  of  them  as  were  sons,  attained 
21,  and  such  of  them  as  were 
daughters,  either  attained  that  age 
or  were  married.  [Chevaux  v. 
Aislabie]      ------     71 

5.  Testator  devised  his  estates  to 
trustees,  in  trust  to  settle  and  con- 
vey the  same  to  the  use  of  or  in 
trust  for  G.  R.  (who  had  then  no 
issue)  for  life,  without  impeachment 
of  waste,  with  remainder  to  his  issue 
in  tail  male,  in  strict  settlement. 
Held  that  the  words  *'  in  tail  male  " 
were  descriptive,  not  of  the  issue, 
but  of  the  interest  that  they  were 
to  have  :  and  that  the  estates  ought 
to  be  settled  on  G.  R,  for  life,  with- 
out impeachment  &c.,  with  remain- 
ders to  his  sons,  successively,  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his 
daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in 
tail  male,  with  cross  remainders  in 
tail   male.      [Trevor  v.    Trevor'] 

108 

6.  Testator  made  two  wills,  one  of 
his  estates  in  Sussex,  and  the  other 
of  his  estates  in  Bedfordshire.  By 
the  latter,  he  devised  those  estates 
to  trustees,  in  trust  to  settle  them 
on  G.  R.,  who  was  heir  to  the 
barony  of  D.,  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  issue  in  tail  male, 
in  strict  settlement :  **  Upon  the 
like  condition  to  that  I  have  made 
in  my  will  of  my  Sussex  estates, 
so  far  as  the  change  of  circum- 
stances will  permit,  that  the  said 
estates  shall  go  over  to  the  party 
next  entitled,  on  the  person  for  the 
time  being  possessed,  becoming 
entitled  to  the  barony  of  D."  Held, 
regard  being  had  to  the  will  of 
the  Sussex  estates,  that  the  suc- 
cession of  a  child  or  any  male 
issue  of  a  child  of  G.  R.  to  the 
barony,  ought  not  to  exclude  that 
child,  or  his  issue  male,  from  the 
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enjoyment  of  the  Bedfordshire 
estates,  unless  some  other  child, 
or  the  issue  male  of  some  other 
child  of  G.  R.  were  in  existence, 
to  whom  those  estates  might  go 
over.     [Trevor  y.  Trevor]  *     108 

7.  Testator  directed  his  estates  to  be 
settled  on  G.  R.  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male, 
in  strict  settlement;  upon  condi- 
tion that  all  persons  from  time  to 
time  to  come  into  possession  of  the 
estates,  should  take  and  use  the 
name  and  arms  of  T.  Held  that 
the  estates  ought  to  be  settled  on 
G.  R.  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  sons  successively  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  to  his  daughters 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  male, 
with  cross  remainders  in  tail  male : 
and  that  the  proviso  to  be  inserted 
in  the  settlement,  as  to  taking  the 
name  and  arms,  and  for  giving 
over  the  estates  on  default,  ought 
to  be  80  expressed,  as  to  take  away 
the  estates  from  the  defaulting 
party  and  his  descendants  only : 
that  is,  if  a  grandson  of  G.  R. 
were  the  defaulting  party,  the  con- 
sequence ought  not  to  extend  to 
the  grandson's  brothers.     [Ibid,] 

8.  Testator  bequeathed  his  residue  to 
his  first  cousins,  the  children  of 
his  father's  brother,  of  the  name 
of  C.  1  he  testator's  father  had 
two  brothers  of  the  name  of  C. ; 
both  of  whom  had  left  children. 
Held  that  the  bequest  was  not 
void  for  uncertainty ;  but  that  the 
children  of  both  the  brothers  were 
entitled  to  share  in  the  residue. 
\_  Hare  y.  Cartridge']     -     -     165 

9.  Testatrix  bequeathed  the  residue 
of  her  funded  property,  in  trust 
for  her  niece  for  life,  and,  after 
her  death,  to  be  equally  divided 
amongst  all  her  children^  whether 
sons  or  daughters,  share  and  share 


alike:  in  ca»e  it  should  happen 
that  there  was  but  one  child  at  the 
niece's  death,  then  to  go  to  that 
one  only  child ;  and  in  case  of 
failure  of  issue,  to  go  as  the  niece 
should  appoint  by  her  will.  The 
niece  had  eleven  children;  three 
of  whom  died  in  her  lifetime. 
Held  that  all  the  children  took 
vested  interests,  and,  as  more  than 
one  survived  their  mother,  there 
was  no  divesting  of  interests. 
[  Templeman  v.  Warrington]    267 

1 0.  A.  being  seised  in  fee  of  an  estate 
subject  to  a  term  for  raiaing  5,000  /. 
for  £.,  made  a  devise,  in  general 
terms,  sufficient  to  comprise  the 
estate.  Afterwards,  part  of  it  was 
sold  for  the  remainder  of  the  term, 
for  7,600/.,  under  a  decree  for 
raising  the  5,000/.;  and  A.  sold 
the  reversion,  to  the  purchaser,  for 
a  further  sum ;  and  an  assignment 
and  conveyance  were  made  to 
complete  the  sales.  The  5,000/. 
was  paid  to  B.,  out  of  the  7,600  /. ; 
but  the  surplus  remained  in  Court 
until  long  after  A.'s  death.  Held 
that,  as  an  excessive  sale  had  been 
made  under  the  decree,  the  sur^ 
plus  retained  the  character  of  real 
estate,  and  that,  notwithstanding 
the  assignment  and  conveyance, 
the  devise  remained  unrevoked 
with  respect  to  it  \Jermy  v. 
Preston]    ------     356 

1 1 .  Testatrix  bequeathed  a  leasehold 
house  and  3,000  /.  stock  to  trus- 
tees, in  trust  to  permit  her  daughter 
to  receive  the  rents  and  interest  for 
life  for  her  separate  use\  and, 
from  and  immediately  after  her 
daughter's  decease,  she  gave  the 
rents  and  interest  to  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  her  daughter  lawfully 
begotten :  but,  in  case  her  daughter 
»hould  happen  to  die  without 
leaving  any  lawful  issue  living  at 
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the  time  of  her  decease^  she  gave 
the  house  and  the  stock  over. 
Held  that  the  daughter  took  the 
property  absolutely.  [The  Earl 
of  Vertdam  v.  Bathursi]     -     374 

12*  Testator  devised  all  his  real 
estates  to  trustees;  as  to  h\9  free- 
hold messuage,  farm,  lands  and 
hereditaments  in  the  county  of  B., 
in  trust  for  C.  The  testator  had  a 
farm  in  that  county,  consisting  of 
a  messuage  and  1 16  acres  of  land, 
of  which  the  messuage  and  the 
greater  part  of  the  land,  were  free- 
hold, and  the  other  parts  lease- 
hold for  long  terms  of  years  at 
peppercorn  rents;  and  they  were 
interspersed  with  and  undistin- 
guishable  from  the  freehold  part, 
and  had  been  demised  therewith  as 
one  farm,  at  one,  entire  rent,  and 
the  testator  had  always  treated 
and  dealt  with  them  as  freehold. 
Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  lease- 
hold parts  were  not  comprised  in 
the   trust.     [Stone    v.   Greening] 

390 

13.  Testator  bequeathed  his  residue 
to  trustees,  in  trust  for  J.  F.  for 
life,  and,  after  her  death,  for  her 
children :  but  in  case  J.  F.  should 
survive  her  mother,  and  die  with- 
out having  had  lawful  issue,  then 
in  trust  for  the  brothers  and  sisters 
of  J.  C.  But  in  case  J.  F.  should 
die  in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother 
without  lawful  issue,  then  the  tes- 
tator directed  the  trustees  to  re- 
tain, out  of  the  residue,  sufficient 
to  produce  150/.  a  year,  and  to 
pay  the  annual  produce  to  the  mo- 
ther for  life;  and,  after  her  de- 
cease, he  g^ve  the  principal  so  to 
be  retained^  to  the  person  or  per- 
sons who  would  be  entitled  thereto 
in  case  J.  F.  had  survived  her  mo- 
ther  and  died  without  lawful  issue, 
J.    F.   died  without  issue  in  her 


mother's  lifetime.  Held  that  the 
whole  of  the  residue,  except  the 
fund  for  paying  the  annuity,  was 
undisposed  of.    [Clarke  y.  Butler] 

401 

14.  A  testator  having  three  and  a 
half  per  cents,  East  India  stock, 
Danish  bonds,  and  other  property, 
bequeathed  to  his  wife,  during  her 
widowhood,  the  interest  of  all  the 
money  he  had  or  might  possess 
in  the  funds  or  other  securities: 
''  And  I  further  bequeath,  to  my 
wife,  the  interest  of  any  other 
property  I  do  or  may  possess,  to 
be  enjoyed  by  her  so  long  as  she 
remains  single.'*  Held  that  the 
testator's  widow  was  entitled,  as 
against  the  residuary  legatees,  to 
enjoy,  in  specie,  every  portion  of 
her  husband's  property  which  came 
within  the  description  of  money  in 
the  funds  or  other  property,  and, 
consequently,  his  three  and  a  half 
per  cents.  East  India  stock  and 
Danish  bonds.  [Oakesj.  Strachey] 

414 

15.  A  legacy  of  10,000/.  consols, 
''  now  standing  in  my  name," 
held,  from  the  context  of  the  will, 
not  to  be  specific.  [Auther  v. 
Auther] 422 

16.  Testator  bequeathed  to  his  daugh- 
ter Elizabeth  2,000/.  for  life,  the 
principal  to  be  equally  divided 
among  her  children,  should  they 
have  attained  21:  and,  to  the 
two  children  of  his  late  daughter 
Jemima,  1,000/.  each,  to  be  paid 
on  their  attaining  21.  Held  that 
the  legacies  to  the  children,  were 
contingent  on  their  attaining  21, 
and  that  they  were  not  entitled  to 
interest  in  the  meantime.  Testa- 
tor left  to  his  daughter,  Jane,  the 
sum  of  2,000/.,  to  be  settled  on 
her  when  she  married,  or  to  be  paid 
to  her  on  her  attaining  2 1 ;  should 
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she  die  not  leaving  issue,  2,000  /. 
to  fall  into  the  residue  of  the' 
estate.  Jane  married  in  her  fa- 
ther *s  lifetime.  The  Court  di- 
rected the  legacy  to  he  settled  in 
trust  for  her  separate  use  for  life ; 
remainder  for  her  children  living 
at  her  death,  according  to  her  ap- 
pointment ;  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, for  her  sons  at  21  and  her 
daughters  at  that  age  or  on  mar- 
riage; remainder  for  her  next  of 
kin;  and,  if  she  had  no  child 
living  at  her  death,  the  legacy 
to  become  part  of  the  testator's 
residue.      [Young  v.  Macintosh] 

445 

17.  Testator  bequeathed  10,000/.  in 
trust  for  his  son,  J.  L.  J.,  for  life, 
remainder  in  trust  for  the  children 
of  J.  L.  J.,  when  and  as  they 
should  attain  21,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and,  if  any  of  them  should 
die  before  their  shares  became  pay^ 
able,  leaving  issue,  their  shares  to 
be  paid  to  their  issue  :  but,  if  any 
of  them  should  die  before  their 
shares  became  payable,  leaving  no 
issue,  their  shares  to  be  paid  to  the 
survivors  at  the  same  time  as  their 
original  shares  should  become  pay^ 
able;  and,  if  J.  L.  J.  should  have 
no  child,  or,  having  such,  they 
should  all  die  under  age  and  with' 
out  issue,  then  the  trust  fund  to 
sink  into  the  residue;  which  the 
testator  gave  to  two  of  his  other 
children.  J.  L.  J.  had  four  chil- 
dren, all  of  whom  attained  21. 
One  of  them  died,  in  his  lifetime, 
without  issue.  Held  that  "  pay- 
able" meant  attain  21,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  one  fourth  of  the 
fund  vested  in  the  deceased  child. 
[Jones  V.  Jones]  -     -     -     -     561 

18.  A  testatrLx,  in  her  will,  used  the 
following  expression  :  '*  Observing 


that  F.  Beales  and  his  family  are 
my  residuary  legatees  for  all  but 
cash  or  monies  so  called."  F. 
Beales  had  nine  children  living  at 
the  date  of  the  will  and  at  the  tes- 
tatrix's death,  and  the  testatrix 
died  possessed  of  a  promissory  note 
payable  to  herself  or  order,  some 
long  annuities,  Columbian  bonds 
and  money  in  her  house  and  at  her 
banker's.  Held  that,  by  "  Francis 
Beales  and  his  family,''  the  testa- 
trix meant  Francis  Beales  and  his 
children,  and  that  they  took  the 
note,  annuities  and  bonds,  as  joint- 
tenants,  those  articles  being  neither 
cash  nor  monies  so  called.   [  Beales 

v.  Crisford] 592 

19.  Testator  directed  one-half  of  the 
interest  of  his  residue  to  be  paid  to 
his  daughter  and  only  child,  and 
the  other  half  to  his  wife,  during 
their  joint  lives ;  and  that,  if  his 
daughter  survived  her  mother  or 
married  and  left  issue,  then  that 
the  whole  of  the  capital  should  be 
paid  to  her,  after  his  wife's  death ; 
but  if  she  died  first,  without  mar- 
rying or  leaving  issue,  then  that 
the  trustees  should  accumulate  the 
interest  of  the  residue  so  far  as  it 
was  not  directed  to  be  paid  to  his 
wife,  and  that,  on  her  death,  one- 
half  of  the  capital  should  be  divided 
amongst  his  nearest  of  kin,  and 
the  other  half,  amongst  his  wife's 
nearest  of  kin.  The  daughter  was 
the  testator's  nearest  of  kin  at  his 
death.  She  died  a  spinster,  before 
her  mother.  At  the  mother's  death 
the  testator's  sbter  was  his  nearest 
of  kin.  Held  that  by,  *•  my  near- 
est of  kin,"  the  testator  meant  his 
nearest  of  kin  at  his  own  death, 
and  not  at  the  death  of  his  wife ; 
and,  consequently,  that  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  his  daugh- 
ter, and  not  his  sister,  was  entitled 
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to  one  moiety  of  the  residue.  [Ur- 
qvhart  v.  Urquhart]  -  -  613 
20.  Testatrix  concluded  her  will  as 
as  follows:  **  My  house  in  Trevor- 
square,  I  give  to  my  brother  as  re- 
siduary legatee  of  my  remaining 
property  for  the  benefit  of  his  chil- 
dren.*'    Held  that  the  brother  took 


the  residue  as  well  as  the  house,  in 
trust  for  his  children.  [Inderwick 
V.  Inderwick']  -  -  -  -  652 
See  Exoneration  of  Personal 
Estate. — Legacy,  4.  6.  10. — 
Maintenance,  2. — Nearest  of 
Blood. — Power,  3,  4.— Revoca- 
tion. 


MEMORANDA. 

The  order  in  Bruin  v.  Knott,  ant^,  Vol.  XII.,  p.  459,  was  varied  by  L  C. 
See  1  Phill.  Rep.  572. 

The  decree  in  Young  v.  Lard  JVaterpark,  ant^,  p.  199,  was  affirmed  by 
L.  C.  in  December  1845. 

The  decision  in  Steele  ▼•  Siewarty  ant^,  p.  533,  was  affirmed  by  L.  C,     See 
1  Phill.  Rep.  47  L 


ERRATA. 

Page  204,  marginal  note  ;  for  six,  read  twenty. 

Pages  354,  355  and  356 ;  for  Bevan,  read  Beavan. 

Page  591 ,  marginal  note ;  for  4&  5  Vict  read  3  &  4  Vict. 
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